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MEMORANDA. 

In  Hilar  If  Vacation  IS^S,  Mr.  Serjeant  Manning 
received  a  patent  of  precedence,  and  William  Lee^  John 
Billingdey  Parry^  and  fVilliam  Page  Wood,  Esquires, 
were  appointed  Queen's  Counsel. 

In  Easter  Term  1845,  Mr.  Serjeant  C//fl«/irf/ received 
a  patent  of  precedence,  and  Lebbetis  Charles  Humfrey, 
Russell  Gumei/,  George  Medd  Butt,  and  Abraham  Hay* 
'xardj  Esquires,  were  appointed  Queen's  Counsel. 

In  rm%  Vacation  1845,  Sir  IVilliam  Webb  Folleitj 
Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  died:  and  thereupon 
Sir  Frederick  T/tesiger,  Her  Majesty's  Solicitor- General, 
was  appointed  Attorney-General,  and  Fitzroy  Kelly, 
Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel,  was  appointed 
Her  Majesty's  Solicitor- Genera  I,  and  shortly  afterwards 
received  the  honour  of  Knijnrhthood. 


"o 


In  the  same  Vacation,  Mr.  Serjeant  Shee  received  a 
patent  of  precedence :  Monlagti  Chambers,  Esquire,  was 
appointed  Queen's  Counsel,  and  Robert  Allen,  Esquire, 
was  called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeant-at-Law. 

In  Michael/Jias  Yacaiion  1845,  Edxvin  Sajiclys  Bain, 
and  Charles  WUkins,  Esquires,  were  called  to  the  degree 
of  Serjeants-at-Law. 


ADDENDA  ET  CORRIGENDA. 

Page      ].  The  Marqult  of  Hertford  yt.  Lord  Lowther  (Countesi  Zidty'ft  case)  wa.s  affirmed 
bj  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  tlie  20tli  December  1845. 
67.  note  (a),  for  "  Rup,*'  read  «  -ftiiM." 
SIS.  DeHon  v.  Hayter.     The  PJaintiflT  and  the  principal  Defendant  entered  into  a 

compromitie,  and  the  appeal  was  abandoned. 
S57.  Smith  v.  Tlie  Earl  of  Effingham,  stands  for  the  L.  C  *8  judgment. 
419.  note  (a),  for  "  4C3."  read  ••415.,"  and  note  (6),  for  "  405."  read  "  417." 


NoTx.  De  Biel  r.  Thomson,  3  Beavan,  469.»  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  4th 
March  1845.     See  12  O.  j-  Fin.  45. 

Jiassie  r.  Drake^  4  Beavan,  4SS.,  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  20th  of 
December  1845. 

Mormtt  T.  Sulion,  4  Beavan,  478.  and  5  Beavan,  100.,  was  argued  on  appeal  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  assisted  by  two  Judges,  who  dificred  in  opinion.  The  case  was  after- 
wards  compromised.     See  1  PhiUips,  533. 

Cookson  T.  Reay,  5  Beavan,  22.,  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  13th  March  1845. 
See  12  a  8i  Fin.  121, 

Bampton  v.  BirchaUp  5  Beavan,  330.,  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  16th 
of  jtprU  1845.     See  1  I%iU.  568. 

Langley  t.  Fisher,  5  Beavan,  443.,  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  lOth 
wfpW/1844. 

Matthews  v.  Brise,  6  Beavan,  239.,  was  affirmed  by  the  Ix>rd  Chancellor,  on  the  20th  2?#. 
cember  1845. 

The  Attorney* General  v.  Rickards,  6  Beavan,  444.,  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lonls, 
on  the  25tb  February  1845.     See  12  Ct.  $•  Fin,  sa 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  xi 

1844. 


Regulations  to  be  observed  in  the  Registrar's 
and  Report  Office,  by  direction  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

19th  December^  1844. 
That  every  original  money  order,  and  every  Regis-  Verification  of 
trar's  copy  of  a  money  order,  shall  have  the  initials  of  ^neyoi^ert. 
the  Registrar  by  whom  it  shall  be  passed,  to  be  written 
by  such  R^btrar  at  the  foot  of  each  page  of  such  order 
or  copy  of  order. 

That  every  Report  Office  copy  of  a  money  order  Ditto  ofcopiet 
shall  be  stamped  with  the  stamp  of  the  Report  Office  at  ^*^^^<^^- 
the  foot  of  each  page  of  such  copy. 

That' the  memorandum  of  an  order  having  been  left  Verification  of 
for  entry  at  the  Report  Office  shall  have  the  initials  of  ^^^  ^^^ 
one  of  the  clerks  of  entries,  to  be  written  by  one  of  those 
clerks,  and  by  no  other  person. 

That  the  memorandum  of  an  order  having  been  en-  ^  Verification  of 
tered  at  the  Report  Office,  shall  have  the  initials  of  one  "/^t^T'*"'" 
of  the  clerks  of  entries,  to  be  written  by  one  of  those 
clerks,  and  by  no  other  person. 

That  every  office  copy  of  a  report  to  be  acted  upon  Verification  of 
by  the  Accountant-General,  shall  be  stamped  with  the  ^ce'cSpy^ 

stamp  of  the  Report  Office  at  the  foot  of  each  page  of  report  for 

,      -,  Accountant- 

such  office  copy.  General. 
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ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 


ORDER  OF  COURT,  (a) 

12th  February^  1845. 

The  Right  Honourable  John  Singleton,  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honourable  Henry  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honour- 
able  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England,  the  Right  Honourable  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Lewis  Knig^ht 
Bruce,  and  the  Right  Honourable  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  doth  hereby, 
in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of 
Her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  act  for 
abolishing  certain  Offices  of  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,'*  and  in  pursuance 
and  execution  of  all  other  powers  enabling 
him  in  that  behalf,  order  and  direct  in  manner 
following  (that  is  to  say) : 

Reduction  of        That  the  Taxing  Masters  and  their  clerks  shall,  in 
costa-oftax-      ,.  _  .  ,     r    t      r        /»    t     r  i 

auon  to  3  per   lieu  and  instead  of  the  tee  ot  4/.,  tor  per  centage  on  the 

cent.  amount  of  every  bill  of  costs  as  taxed,  mentioned  in  the 

third  schedule  to  the  Order  of  Court  of  the  26th  day 

of  October  1842(i),  receive  and  take  the  fee  of  H.  for 

such  per  centage  and  no  more,  upon  all  bills  of  costs 

brought  in  for  taxation  after  the  13th  day  of  February 

instant. 

That 

(a)  Reg,  Lib,   1844,  B.  fol.         {b)  Z  BeavAvni.^  vaxd  Ordmes 
550.  Can.22A. 


OaDEBS  IN  CHANCERY.  xui 

That  this  order  be  entered  with  the  Registrar  of  the        1845. 
High  Court  of  Chancery. 

(Signed)        Lykdhurst,  C. 
Langdale,  M.R. 
Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.CK 
J.L.  Knight  Bruce,  V.C 
James  Wigram,  V.C. 
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xiv  ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 

1845. 

ORDER.  ■ 

10th  March^  1845. 

Clerk  of  re'  Whereas  a  memorial  hath  been  presented  to  the 

writs  au-  Lord  Chancellor  by  several  solicitors  of  this  Court,  setting 

thorized,  m      forth  as  therein  stated,  and  prayincr  that  his  Lordship 
urgent  cases^  '  r    j     ^  w 

to  permit  brief  would  be  pleased,  either  to  allow  what  is  alleged  to  have 

a%^ffice  copl^  "'^^  ^^^  ancient  practice  of  the  Court  as  to  close  and  brief 

to  be  made,      copies  to  be  continued,  or  else  to  make  such  new  regula- 

tain  reffu-      "  tionsaswill  give  thesuitors  thefacilities  forthe  transaction 

lations.  of  business,  to  which,  it  is  alleged,  they  have  always  been 

accustomed :  And  whereas  his  Lordship  hath  considered 

the  matter  of  the  said  memorial,  and  hath  therein  called 

to  his  assistance  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  it  is  thereupon 

hereby  ordered,  that  the  clerks  of  records  and  writs  may, 

in   cases  requiring  extraordinary  dispatch,  permit  the 

stationers  employed   in   their  office  to  make  close  or 

brief  copies,  as  well  as  office  copies,  subject  nevertheless 

to  the  following  provisions ;  viz. 

L  The  clerks  of  records  and  writs  are  to  provide :  — 

1.  That  such    permission   shall  not  be    given  to 

any  stationer  or  copyist,  who  is  or  may  be  a 
salaried  clerk  in  the  office. 

2.  That  such  permission  shall  not  be  given,  in  any 

case  in  which  the  making  and  delivery  of  a 
close  or  brief  copy  would,  in  any  manner,  delay 
the  making  or  due  delivery  of  the  office  copy. 

11.  No  officer  or  clerk  in  the  office  shall  become  en- 
tided  to,  or  shall  demand,  or  receive,  any  fee,  gift, 
gratuity,  emolument,  or  advantage  arising  out  of,  or  in 
any  way  to  be  derived  from,  the  permission  to  make,  or 
the  making,  or  delivery,  of  any  such  close  or  office  copy. 

Ltndhubst,  C. 

LangdalEi  M.  R. 
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1845. 

ORDER  OF  COURT. 

8th  Mayy  1845. 

The  Right  Honourable  John  Singleton,  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  the  Right  Honourable  Henrt  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honour- 
able Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell,  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England,  and  the  Right  Honourable 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Wigram,  doth 
hereby,  in  pursuance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  Her 
present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  act  for  faci-  3  &  4  Kirf. 
litating  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  ^' 
Court  of  Chancery,"  and  of  an  act  passed  in  the 
fourth  and  fifth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  pre- 
sent Majesty,  intituled  *<  An  act  to  amend  an  4  &  5  Fic^. 
act  of  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  pre-  ^'  ^*' 
sent  Majesty,  intituled  <  An  act  for  facilitat- 
ing the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery,'  **  and  in  pursuance  and  execu- 
tion of  all  other  powers  enabling  him  in  that 
behalf,  order  and  direct  that  all  and  every  the 
rules,  orders,  and  directions  herein-after  set 
forth  shall  henceforth  be,  and  for  all  purposes 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be.  General  Orders 
and  Rules  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery, 
viz. 

livtrodMctoiy. 
I.  The  seyeral  Orders  comprised  in  the  General  Order  Repeal  of 

of  the  8d  of  April  1828,  which  are  respectively  num-  ^ig^d  G^eneral 

a  8  bered  0'<i«"- 


i  ORDERS  IX  CHAXCEKT. 

lS4iu  beted  K  2,  S,  4,  5,  6,  &  11,  12,  IS,  14,  15.  16L  IT,  18, 
"^^V^-^  19,  SQ|  SS,  31,  ST,  and  SS,  and  the  aMfrritufm^  made 
bw  die  Genenl  Order  of  die  2Sd  day  cf  ATniaiii  1651, 
B  iBcii  cv  uie  f  ny  Orders  as  are  fcsfwctiiui  mmbcred 
S,  13^  15,  17,  16,  and  19,  and  also  tbe  Geml  Oida^ 
of  tbe  Sd  daj  cf  4pril  16S0,  and  also  die  aevenl  Orden 
couniiHgd  in  tbe  Gcnenl  Order  of  die  Slst  cf  Ans- 
wer 1853  which  are  ttspeoMj  miudjened  1,  7^  8,  IQ, 
12,  15,  14^  18,  21,  «,  SS,  5i,  55,  and  96,  and  die 
setvral  Orders  oomprised  in  die  General  Order  of  die 
9th  of  Jfi7  1859  wUch  are  lesfieuiirfr  uiubcied  1 
and  2,  and  the  seterd  Orden  conprised  in  die  General 
Order  orthe26di  of  jfliipiitf  1841  sdiich  se  lespcctiielT 
■mbendl,  2,  5,4^5,  8, 14,20^21,22,55,  54^  and  55, 
and  the  sevcial  Orden  onined  in  the  Gcnenl  Older 
orthelllhor4priZ  1842  which  are  leipectii^  nam- 
beicd  If  2,  4,  and  5,  and  aU  other  Orders  and  parts  of 
IdTil  Orders,  so  &r  as  such  other  Orders  and  parts  of  Orders 
mMbs.  ^'^  inoonastcnt  with  these  Orders,  bnt  not  Anther  or 
,  are  hereby  abrogated  and  dlsrhaiged. 


IL  All  fanner  Orders  and  parts  of  Orders  not  spe- 
cified in  Order  L,  so  br  as  the  sane  are  now  in  fine, 
and  eooaslent  with  these  Orders^  are  to  renuD  in  fnll 
fiiroeand< 


fn£M  ike  Ordtn  an  to  came  imio  OpermOom. 
Ordos        IIL  These  Orders  are,  as  to  all  soks  now  depending 
**d!!r^h*    or  hereafter  to  be  commenced,  to  take  e&ct  on  the  28th 

^Odtker        day  d[ (ktober  IMS. 
1S45L 

MMUMfH  t\  ml  Itmm 

IV.  In  these  Orders  die  following  words  hare  the 

several  meanings  herefaj  aaagned  to  them,  orer  and 

above  their  several  ordinaij  meanings,  onless  there  be 

in  the  sabgect  or  oontcact  rcpognant  to  sodi 

K  Words 
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1.  Number. 


.  1.  Words  importing  the  singular  number  include  the        ISiS. 
plural  number,  and  words  importing  the  plural 
number  include  the  singular  number. 

2.  Words   importing  the   masculine  gender  include  3.  Gender. 

females. 

3.  The  word  person  or  party  includes  a  body  politic  '• "  Pjwon  or 

or  corporate. 

4.  The  word  bill  includes  information.  4. »  Bill." 

5w  The  word  plaintiff  includes  informant  ^«  "Plaintiff" 

Official  Attendance  and  Vacations. 

V.  The  several  offices  of  the  Court,  except  the  offices  Official  at- 
of  the  Accountant-Creneral  and  of  the  Masters  in  ordi-  yi^^oQg. 
nary  and  Taxing  Masters,  are  to  be  open  on  every  day 

of  the  year,  except 

Sundays, 

Good  Friday, 

Monday  and  Tuesday  in  Easter  Week, 

Christmas  day,  —  and  — 

All  days  appointed  by  proclamation  to  be  ob- 
served as  days  of  general  fast  or  thanks- 
giving. 

VI.  The  offices  of  the  Accountant-General,  and  of  Ditto,  in  Ac- 
the  Masters  in  ordinary  and  Taxing  Masters,  are  to  be  GeneraUnd 
open  on  every  day  of  the  year,  except  the  days  specified  Masters' 

in  Order  V.,  and  except  during  vacations. 

VII.  The  offices  of  the  vacation  Master  in  ordinary.  Ditto,  in 
and  of  the  vacation  Taxing  Master,  are  to  be  open  M*^?li?° 
during  the  vacations  on  every  day  except  the  days  spe-  Office, 
cified  in  Order  V. 

VIII.  The  vacations  to  be  observed  in  the  several  Vacations. 
offices  of  the  Court,  except  in  the  office  of  the  Ac- 
ooantantrGeneral,  are  to  be  four  in  every  year,  viz.  the 

a  4f  Easter 
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18i5.       Easier  vacation,  the  Wkitsun  vacation,  the  long  vacation, 
and  the  Christmas  vacation ;  and  -— 


Etiter. 


Whitiun. 


Long. 


ChriHms. 


Fimand  UaX 
dmi  to  be 
iadttdeiL 


1.  The  Easier  Vacation  is  to  commence  and  terminate 

on  such  days  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  every 
year  specially  direct; 

2.  The  Whitsun  Vacation  is  to  commence  on  the  third 

day  after  Easter  Term,  and  to  terminate  on  the 
second  day  before  Trinity  Term  in  every  year ; 

3.  The  Long  Vacation  is  to  commence  on  the  10th 

day  of  At^usi,  and  terminate  on  the  28th  day  of 
October  in  every  year ; 

i.  The  CMristmas  Vacation  is  to  commence  on  the 
24th  day  of  December  in  every  year,  and  termi- 
nate on  the  6th  day  of  the  following  month  of 
January;  and 

5.  The  days  of  the  commencement  and  termination  of 
each  vacation  are  to  be  included  in  and  reckoned 
part  of  such  vacation. 


VacatioMia 


GMffaTi 


LofaC%M« 

CCttOTHUQr 


IX.  The  vacations  in  the  offke  <^  the  Accountant- 
General  are  to  be  the  same  as  in  the  other  offices,  except 
as  to  the  Long  Vacation,  which,  in  that  office^  b  lo 
cooinience  and  tenoiinate  on  such  days  as  the  Lord 
ChanceUor  shall  evenr  year  direct. 

X.  "fbe  Lord  Cliancdlor  mar  firoaa  time  to  tine*  by 
special  order,  direct  the  offices  to  be  dosed  en  days 
ether  than  those  aMolioned  in  Order  V.,  and  direct  any 
cf  the  vacations  to  coauBKiice  and  terminate  on  days 
difm«l  fn»  the  fixed  davs  nientioQed  in  Order  VIIL 


iaia 


Cmpmtnt^am  «f  Tamt. 

XL  \llMi  any  lanited  oune  tn»  «r  after  aor  dace  or 
^  ai^imMed  w  dSbwcd  iir  ibcBg  aiBT  act  or  taktB^ 


asT 
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any  pcoceeding^  the  compntation  of  such  limited  time        1845. 
is  not  to  include  the  day  of  such  date  or  of  the  hap-     ^^^/"^^ 
peniog  of  such  event,  but  is  to  commence  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  next  fdlowing  day ;  and  the  act  or  pro- 
ceeding is  to  be  done  or  taken  at  the  latest  on  the  last 
day  of  such  limited  time  according  to  such  computation. 

XII.  When  the  time  for  doing  any  act  or  taking  any  Month  to 
proceeding  is  limited  by  months  not  expressed  to  be  ^t  day»?*^' 
calendar  months,  such  time  is  to  be  computed  by  lunar 
months  of  twenty-eight  days  each. 

XIIL     When  the  time  for  doing  any  act  or  taking  Sunday  or 
any  proceeding  expires  on  a  Sunday  or  other  day  on  not  to  be 
which  the  offices  are  closed,  and  by  reason  thereof  such  reckoned, 
act  or  proceeding  cannot  be  done  or  taken  on  that  day, 
such  act  or  proceeding  is,  so  far  as  regards  the  time  of 
doing  or  taking  the  same,  to  be  held  to  be  duly  done  or 
taken  if  done  or  taken  on  the  day  on  which  the  offices 
shall  next  open. 

XIV.  The  times  of  vacation  are  not  to  be  reckoned  Vacations, 
in  the  computation  of  the  times  appointed  or  allowed  for  ^  reckoned, 
the  following  purposes ; 

1.  Amending  or  obtaining  orders  for  leave  to  amend  )•  Amend- 

,  ...  ments. 

bills. 

2.  Filing  or  referring  exceptions,  or   obtaining   a  3.Excep- 

master*s  report  on  exceptions,  in  cases  where  the  '*°"'* 
time  is  not  limited  by  the  order  of  reference,  or 
by  notice   given    pursuant   to    Article  21.    of 
Order  XVI. 

3.  Setting  down  pleas,  demurrers,  or  objections  for  ^-  Setting 

^    c      ^'  down  pleas, 

want  of  parties.  ^^^     ^ 

4.  Filing  replications,  or  setting  down  causes  under  4.  Replica- 

the  directions  of  Article  41.  of  Order  XVI.  lij^lfown 

causesy  under 
V17  rrv.  Art.41.0rd. 
AV.    Ihe   XV,. 
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1845. 


Intermediate 
time  when 
security  for 
costs  ordered. 


XV.  The  day  on  which  an  order  that  the  Haintiff 
4o  give  security  for  costs  is  served,  and  the  time  thence- 
forward until  and  including  the  day  on  which  such 
security  is  given^  is  not  to  be  reckoned  in  the  computa- 
tion of  time  allowed  a  Defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or 
demur. 


Time  in  town 
and  country 
causes  as- 
similated. 

Time  to  serre 


Ditto,  copy 
bill 


Time  to' 
appear. 


Liabilities  of 
Defendant 

1.  Attach- 
ment. 

8.  Appearance 

adversely 

entered. 

3.  Common 
injunction. 


Tifne$  aUaned  in  procedtpre. 

XVI.  The  tiroes  of  procedure  are  to  be  the  same  in 
town  causes  and  country  causes ;  and  in  the  cases  herein- 
after mentioned  are  to  be  as  follow :  — 

1.  The  service  of  any  subpoena,  except  a  subpoena 

for  costs,  is  to  be  of  no  validity  if  not  made 
within  twelve  weeks  after  the  teste  of  the  writ. 

2.  The  service  of  a  copy  of  a  bill  upon  a  Defendant 

under  the  28d  of  the  Orders  of  the  26th  Au^ 
gust  1841  is  to  be  of  no  validity  if  not  made 
within  twelve  Tieeks  ftxim  the  filing  of  such  bill, 
unless  the  Court  shall  give  leave  for  such  ser- 
vice to  be  made  after  the  expiration  of  such 
twelve  weeks. 
8.  If  a  Defendant  be  served  with  a  subpoena  to  ap- 
pear to  or  to  appear  to  and  answer  a  bill,  he  is 
to  appear  thereto  within  eight  days  after  the  ser- 
vice of  such  subpoena. 

If  he  does  not,  he  becomes  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing liabilities : . — 

1.  An  attachment  may  be  issued  against 
him. 

2.  An  appearance  may  be  entered  for 
him  on  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff. 

3.  If  the  bill  prays  for  an  injunction  to 

stay  proceedings  at  law,  the  Plaintiff 

may  obtain  an  order  for  the  common 

injunction,  if  no  injunction  has  been 

previously  obtained. 

4-  In 
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4.  la  cases  where  a  sabpcena  has  been  senred  ia  the        1845. 

manner  specified  by  Order  XXIX.,  and  a  De-     ""^^^^^^ 
fisndant  is  in  debnlt  for  want  of  appearance,  the  ^^JntryJf 
Plaintiff  may,  within  three  wedis  after  such  ser-   appewance. 
vice,  CMise  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  sach 
Defendant  by  a  record  and  writ  deilc,  without 
special  order. 

5.  A  Defendant,  senred  with  a  .copy  of  a  bill  under  Time  for  ap. 

the  23d  of  the  Orders  of  the  26th  J^ust  1841,  ^H^^p- 
may,  within  twelve  days  after  such  service,  enter  bill  lenred. 
a  common  or  special  appearance  under  the  26th 
or  97th  of  the  same  Orders. 

If  he  does  not  do  so,  he  cannot  afterwards  Conseqiieiice 
'    eater  either  a  common  or  special  appearance  ^ 

without  leave  of  the  Court ;  and  he  is  bound 
.     by  the  proceedings  in  the  causey  unless  the 
Court  otherwise  directs* 

6.  Anjr  person  or  party  having  filed  exceptions  to  Time  for  re- 

anf  pleading  or  Other  matter  depending  before  and"m^-^*^ 
the  Court  for  scandal,  and  any  party  having  filed  tinence. 
exceptions  for  impertinence^  is  to  obtain  an  order 
to  refer  the  same  to  the  Master  within  six  days 
after  the  filing  thereof. 

If  he  does  not,  the  exceptions  are  to  be  con-  Conseqiaence 

sidered  as  abandoned,  and  the  costs  are  to  ^ 

be  paid  by  the  exceptant 

7.  Any  person  or  par^  having  obtained  an  order  to  Time  for  ob- 

refer  exceptions  to  the  Master  for  scandal,  and  [^g'ljleport 
any  party  having  obtained  an  order  to  refer  ex-  thereon, 
eeptions  to  the  Master  for  impertinence,  is  to 
obtain  the  Master's  report  thereon  within  four- 
teen days  aftier  the  date  of  the  order,  or  within 
such  forther  time  as  the  Master  thinks  fit  to 
allow. 

If  he  does  not,  the  order  is  to  be  considered  Consequence 

as  abandoned,  and  the  costs  are  to  be  paid 

by  the  exceptant. 

8,  Any 


Time  for  ex- 
cq>tiDe  where 
tcaodiu  and 
impertiDence 
reported. 


Coosequence 
of  default. 

lime  when 
not  to  re- 
ported. 


Time  to 
demur. 


Common  in- 
junction, 
unless  De- 
fendant plead, 
&c.  within 
eight  days. 


Consequence 
of  default. 


Order  to 
rerive,  unless 
Defendant 
pleads  or 
demurs  within 
eight  dajs. 
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8.  Any  person  or  party  objecting  to  the  Master's  re- 

port that  any  pleading  or  other  matter  referred 
to  him  is  scandalous,  and  any  party  objecting  to 
the  Master's  report  that  any  pleading  or  other 
matter  referred  to  him  is  impertinent,  has  four 
days  after  the  filing  of  the  report,  within  which 
he  may  file  and  set  down  exceptions  thereto  and 
serve  the  order  for  setting  down  the  same,  before 
the  scandal  or  impertinence  is  expunged. 

If  he  does  not  do  so,  the  scandalous  or  im- 
pertinent matter  is  to  be  expunged. 

9.  Any  person  or  party  objecting  to  the  Master's  re- 

port that  any  pleading  or  other  matter  referred 
to  him  is  not  scandalous,  and  any  party  object- 
ing to  the  Master's  report  that  any  pleading  or 
other  matter  referred  to  him  is  not  impertinent, 
has  four  days  after  the  filing  of  the  report,  with- 
in which  he  may  file  and  set  down  exceptions 
thereto,  and  serve  the  order  for  setting  down 
the  same. 
JO.  A  Defendant  may  demur  alone  to  any  bill  within 
twelve  days  after  his  appearance  thereto,  but  not 
afterwards. 
11,  A  Defendant  desiring  to  avoid  the  common  in- 
junction for  default  of  answer  has  for  that  pur- 
pose only  eight  days  after  appearance,  within 
which  he  is  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur  to  a  bill 
praying  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law. 
If  be  does  not  plead«  answer,  or  demur  within 
such  eight  days,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  as 
of  course,  and  without  an  attachment,  to 
the  common  injunction.  ^ 
IS.  A  Defendant  who  has  appeared  in  person  or  by 
his  own   solicitor,   and  desires  to  show   cause 
against  an  order  to  revive  being  made,  has  for 
that  purpose  only  eight  days  after  such  appear^ 

ance. 
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ance^  within  which  he  is  to  plead  or  demur  to  a        1845. 
bill  of  revivor.  v^-y-^^/ 

If  he  does  not  plead  or  demnr  within  such  Consequence 

eight  days,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  as  of  <>f  ^^»"^^ 
course  to  the  common  order  to  revive. 

IS.  A  Defendant  is  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,  not  Time  to 

demurring  alone,  to  any  original  or  supplemental  original  or 

bill,  within  six  weeks  after  appearance  thereto  ^pplcmental 
has  been  entered  by  or  for  him. 

If  he  does  not,  and  if  he  procures  no  enlarge-  Coniequcncef 
-.   ,        .  11     ^   f      -        1 .  of  default, 

ment  of  the  time  allowed,  he  is  subject  to 

the  following  liabilities :  — 

1.  An  attachment  may  be  issued  against  i.  Attach- 
him; 

2.  He  may  be  committed  to  prison,  and  s.  Committal, 
brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court ;  and 

3.  The   Plaintiff  may  file  a  traversing  3,Tra?eniiig 

note,  or  proceed  to  have  the  bUl  taken  ZtZ^r.^^ 
'        *  pro  confesio* 

pro  confesso  against  him. 
14.  If  the  Plaintiff  amends  his  bill  unjder  an  order  for  Time  to  an- 
leave  to  amend  obtained  and  served  before  answer,  \;{^\  amended 
a  Defendant  is  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,  not  before  antwer. 
demurring  alone,  to  such  amended  bill,  within 
six  weeks  after  he  is  served  with  notice  of  the 
amendment  of  such  bill. 

If  he  does  not,  and  if  he  procures  no  enlarge^  Consequences 
ment  of  the  time  allowed,  he  is  subject  to  ®^**«'«"*^ 
the  following  liabilities :  — 

1.  An  attachment  may  be  issued  against 
him; 

2.  He  may  be  committed  to  prison,  and 
brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court ;  [As  before 

S.  The  Plaintiff  may  file  a  traversing 
note,  or  proceed  to  have  the  bill  taken 
pro  confesso  against  him* 

15.  If 
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15.  If  a  Ddendant  is  onkred  to  answer  amcodments 
and  ezoeptkNis  together,  he  is  to  pot  in  his  fur- 
ther answer  and  his  answer  to  the  amendments 
of  die  bill  within  fbor  weeks  after  he  is  senred 
with  nodoe  of  the  amendment  of  soch  bilL 

If  he  does  noc^  and  if  he  procores  no  enlarge- 
ment of  the  time  allowed,  he  is  solqect  to 
die  fallowing  liabilities :  — 

1.  An  attachment  wamj  be  issoed  against 

him; 
S:  He  may  be  eommittrd  lo  prison,  and 

brooi^t  to  the  bar  of  the  Court ; 
3.  The  Flamtiff  may  file  a  traiersing 
note,  or  proceed  to  take  the  bill  pro 


tom- 


16L  If  a  DefiendantyhaTing  already  answered,  is  serfed 
with  a  smbpama  to  appear  to  and  answer   an 
amended  bill»  he  is  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur, 
not  demurring  akme^  to  such  amended  bill,  within 
faor  weds,  after  an  appeaianoe  thereto  has  been 
entered  fay  or  far  him» 
If  he  does  not,  and  if  he  procures  no  enlarge- 
ment of  the  time  aUowed,  he  is  sutgect  to 
dM  faDowins  liabilities: — 

1.  An  attarlmimt  may  be  iaraed  against 


2.  He  may  be  committed  to  (wison,  and 
brought  to  the  bar  of  die  Court;  and 

a.  The  Plaintiff  may  file  a  traTersiz^ 
note,  or  proceed  to  have  the  bill  taken 

17.  Widimtwehed^s  after  die  filing  of  a  demurrer 
to  the  whole  bill,  die  Plaintiff  destring  to  submit 
muircrtD  the  jwd^ment  of  the  Court  s  to 
;  the  aame  to  be  set  doum  for  argmnoit. 

ir 
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If  he  does  not,  such  demurrer  is  to  be  held        1845. 
sufficieot,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be  held  to     ^^^V^^ 
hatre  submitted  thereto.  omS"' 

18*  Within  three  weeks  after  the  filing  of  a  demurrer  Setting  down 
to  part  of  a  bUl,  the  PUdntiff  desiring  to  submit  ^"Jf^yj® 
such  demurrer  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  is 
to  cause  the  same  to  be  set  down  for  argument 

If  he  does  not,  such  demurrer  is  to  be  held  Comequence 
sufficient,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be  held  to 
have  submitted  thereto. 
19.  Within  three  weeks  after  the  filmg  of  a  plea  to  Time  for 
the  whole  or  part  of  a  bUl,  the  Plaintiff  desiring  ^^^^  *^ 
to  submit  such  plea  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  ple>* 
is  to  cause  the  same  to  be  set  down  for  argument. 

If  he  does  not,  such  plea  is  to  be  held  irood  Consequence 
,  •«  ^       1  ofdefault 

to  the  same  extent  and  for  the  same  pur- 
poses as  a  plea  allowed  upon  argument,  and 
the  Plaintiff  is  to  be  held  to  have  submitted 
thereta 

50.  A  Defendant  whose  answer  is  not  excepted  to,  or  11016  for  ob- 
referred  back  on  former  exceptions,  alleging  that  ^  ^^u 
the  Plaintiff  is  prosecuting  him  in  this  Court  and 

also  at  law  for  the  same  matter,  may,  upon  the ' 
expiration  of  eight  days  after  his  answer  or  fur- 
ther answer  is  filed,  obtain  as  of  course,  on  mo- 
tion or^tition,  the  usual  order  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  make  his  election  in  which  Court  he  will 
proceed* 

51.  A  Defendant  whose  answer  is  excepted  to,  or  re-  Ditto,  whm 
ferred  back  on  former  exceptions,  alleging  that  answer  is 
the  Plaintiff  is  prosecuting  him  in  this  Court  and  excepted  to. 
ialso  at  law  for  the  same  matter^  may  by  notice  in 

writmg  require  the  PUntiff  to  procure  the  Mas- 
tor's  Report  upon  the  exceptions  within  four 
days  from  the  service  of  the  notice. 

And 


Time  to 
•xcept  to 
•ntwerfbr 

CunMqueiic« 
of  ddlkuU* 


TIflMtOSttb* 

iiiit  lo  ei* 
c«pliottk 


TteetoMK 


for 
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And  if  the  Plaintiff  does  not  obtain  the  Mas- 
ter's Report  within  such  four  days,  such 
Defendant  is  entitled  as  of  course,  on  mo- 
tion or  petition,  to  obtain  the  usual  order 
for  the  Plaintiff  to  make  his  election  in 
which  Court  he  will  proceed. 
89.  After  the  filingof  a  Defendant's  answer,  the  Plain- 
tiff has  six  weeks  within  which  he  may  file  ex- 
ceptions thereto  for  insufficiency. 

If  he  does  not  file  exceptions  within  six  weeks, 
such  answer  on  the  expiration  of  the  six 
weeks  is  to  be  deemed  sufficient. 
9S*  A  Defendant  desiring  to  avoid  a  reference  to  the 
Master  of  exceptions  to  hb  answer  for  insuf- 
ficiency, has  for  that  purpose  only  eight  days 
after  the  filing  of  such  exceptions  within  which  he 
may  submit  to  the  same  before  refi^eDce. 
2^  If  a  Defendant*  not  being  in  contempt,  submits  to 
exceptions  to  hb  answer  for  insafficiency  before 
the  Plaintiff  has  obtained  an  order  to  refer  the 
same  to  the  Master,  lie  b  aUowed  three  weeks 
from  the  date  of  the  snbmbsioD  within  which  lie 
b  to  pat  in  hb  further  answer  to  the  hilL 
tIJk  The  PIaintilB&  harii^  filed  exceptions  ibr  tnsnl^ 
ficiencT  to  a  Defendant's  answer  b  not  topcocnre 
an  order  to  refer  them  to  the  Master  before  the 
expiration  of  eight  days  firoaa  ^  filing  ot  such 
exoqpcioBS  nnless  in  a  eve  of  cfectan  he  b  re>» 
(|iured  by  wdce  bi  wfibbg  front  snch  DefendHzt 
u>  pracnre  the  Master^s  Report  oo  soch  exKep^ 
tans  bi  fonr  dm>  pncsnant  U»  actade  :iU  oc  di^ 
CMer. 
IQL  TWe  FbMfiiK  kning  fiied  oxepCMna>  air  inm^ 
icienor  ^  a  DiJiwifiinrs  answsr*  b  ^  prociire 
«a  owkr  prefer  tbm«»  ibe  >lasntr  a&r  d^ 
:  of  ci^giba  dm  but  witkat  irac^ea  ircs 


ii^ 
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If  he  does  uot,  the  answer,  on  the  expiration        1845. 
of  such   fourteen  days,   is   to  be  deemed     ^"^"V"^^ 

sufficient.  S'Sr'' 

27.  The  Plaintiff,  having  obtained  an  order  for  refer-  jjiq^  f^^ 

ring  to  the  Master  exceptions  to  a  Defendant's  obtaining 

.  Master's  Re- 

answer  for  insufficiency,  or  for  referring  back  a  port  on  in- 

Defendanfs  answer  on  former  exceptions  for  in-  ««fficiency. 

sufficiency,    is   to   obtain   the  Master's  Report 

thereon  within  fourteen  days  from  the  date  of  the 

order,  or  within  such  further  time  as  the  Master 

shall  allow. 

If  he  does  not,  the  answer,  on  the  expiration  Consequence 

of  such  fourteen  days  or  further  time,  is  to 

be  deemed  sufficient. 

28.  The  Plaintiff,  having  shewn  exceptions  to  a  De-  Time  for 

fendant's  answer  for  insufficiency  as  cause  against  repoit'wlen 

dissolving  an  injunaion,  is  to  obtain  the  Master's  exceptions 

Report  thereon  within  four  days  after  the  date  of  cause. 

the  order  to  refer  them. 

If  he  does  not,  the  injunction  is  dissolved.  Consequence 

^        Ar         1       /»..  i»  .  T-k  r      1       .     of  default, 

29.  After  the  fihng  of  exceptions  to  a  Defendant  s  j.  ^ 

answer  for  insufficiency,  and  any  further  answer  back  on  old 
put  in,  the  Plaintiff  has  fourteen  days  from  the  "^®P"°"^- 
filing  of  such  further  answer  within  which  he  may 
refer  the  answer  back  to  the  Master  on  the  old 
exceptions. 

The  answer,  if  not  referred  back  on  the  old  Consequence 
exceptions  within  fourteen  days  after  such 
further  answer  put  in,  is,  on  the  expiration 
of  such  fourteen  days,  to  be  deemed  suffi- 
cient 
SO.  If,  after  a  reference  of  exceptions  for  insufficiency,  When  De- 
or  a  reference  back  of  the  answer  on  the  old  ex-  roiis^^oran- 
ceptions,  a  Defendant,  not  being  in  contempt,  swer  found  in- 
submits  to  answer,  or  the  Master  finds  the  an-  Master  to  an- 
swer to  be  insufficient,   the  Master  is  in  such  point  time. 
Vol.  VII.  b  cases 


Consequence 
of  ne<>lect  to 


Answer,  when 
sufficient. 

1.  If  no  ex- 
ception. 


S.  If  excep- 
tions not  ' 
referred. 


3.  If  report 
not  obtained. 


4.  If  not  re- 
ferred back  on 
old  excep- 
tions. 


5.  If  report 
not  obtained 
after  second 
reference. 


After  answer, 
Plaintiff  may 
obtain  one] 
order  of 
course  to 
amend. 
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cases  to  appoint  the  time  within  which  such  De- 
fendant is  to  put  in  his  further  answer. 

If  such  Defendant  does. not  obtain  time  from 
the  Master,  or  does  not  answer  wirhin  the 
time  which  the  Master  allows,  the  Plaintiff 
may  sue  out  process  of  contempt  against 
such  Defendant* 
81.  The  answer  of  a  Defendant  is  to  be  deemed  suffi- 
cient,— 

1.  If  no  exception  for  insufficiency  be  filed 

thereto  within  six  weeks  after  the  filing 
of  such  answer. 

2.  If  (exceptions  being  filed)  the  Plaintiff  does 

not,  within  fourteen  days  after  the  filing 
thereof,  obtain  an  order  to  refer  them. 
S.  If  (after  obtaining  such  order)  he  does  not 
obtain  the  Master's  Report  thereon 
within  fourteen  days  firom  the  date  of 
the  order,  or  within  such  further  time 
as  the  Master  may*  allow, 

4.  If  he  does  not  obtain  an  order  to  refer  the 

answer  back  to  the  Master  on  the  old 
exceptions  within  fourteen  days  after  the 
filing  of  a  further  answer. 

5.  If  (after  obtaining  such  order)   he  does 

not  obtain  the  Master's  Report  thereon 

within  fourteen  days  from  the  date  of  the 

order,  or  within  such  further  time  as  the 

Master  may  allow. 

32.  In  cases  where  there  is  a  sole  Defendant,  or  where, 

there  being  several  Defendants  they  all  join  in 

the  same  answer,  the  Plaintiff  may,  after  answer 

and  before  replication  or  undertaking  to  reply, 

obtain  one  order  of  course  for  leave  to  amend 

the  bill,  at  any  time  within  four  weeks  after  the 

answer  is  deemed  or  found  to  be  sufficient* 

33.  In 
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S3.  In  cases  where  there  are  several  Defendants  who        1845. 
do  not  join  in  the  same  answer,  the  Plaintiff*  (if    ^"^"V^^ 
not  precluded  from  amending,  or  limited  as  to  ^J'^g'^Tg  ^® 
the  time  of  amending  by  some  former  order)  several  De- 
may,  after  answer  and  before  replication  or  un- 
dertaking to  reply,  at  any  time  within  four  weeks 
after  the  last  answer  is  deemed  or  found  to  be 
sufficient,  obtain  one  order  of  course  for  leave 
to  amend  his  bill. 

34.  The  Plaintiff*,  having  obtained  an  order  for  leave  Limitation  of 
to  amend  his  bill,  has,  in  all  cases  in  which  such  ^™^^|j^ 
order  is  not  made  without  prejudice  to  an  injunc- 
tion, fourteen  days  after  the  date  of  the  order 

within  which  he  may  amend  such  bill. 
^  If  such  bill  be  not  amended  within  such  four-  Consequence 
teen  days,  the  order  for  leave  to  amend  be- 
comes void,  and  the  cause,  as  to  dismissal, 
stands  in  the  same  situation  as  if  such  order 
had  not  been  made. 

35.  The  Plaintiff^,  having  obtained  an  order  for  leave  Time  to 

to  amend  his  bill  without  prejudice  to  an  injunc-  junction  cases. 

tion,  must  amend  such  bill  within  seven   days 

from  the  date  of  the  order. 

If  such  bill  be  not  amended  within  such  seven  Consequences 
days,  the  order  for  leave  to  amend  becomes 
void,  and  the  cause,  as  to  dismissal,  stands  in 
the  same  situation  as  if  such  order  had  not 
been  made. 
86.  A  Defendant,  being  served  with  subpoena  to  an-  Time  for  ob- 

sweran  amended  bill  praying  an  injunction  to  moTinjunc- 

stay  proceedinfirs  at  law,  and  desirinir  to  avoid  a  ^i<>"  o"  ,   ... 
.       r  .  .         .  «.,     .      ^  t  ,     amended  bill. 

motion  for  an  mjunction  on  affidavit  of  the  truth 

of  the  amendments,  has,  for  that  purpose,  only 

eight  days  after  appearance,  within  which  he  is  to 

plead,  answer,  or  demur  to  such  amended  bill. 

b  2  87.  The 
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37.  The  Plaintiff  (not  obtaining  an  order  tor  leaTe  to 
amend  his  bill)  must  either  file  his  replication  or 
set  down  the  cause  to  be  heard  oo  bill  and  an- 
swer, within  four  weeks  after  the  last  answer  is 
deemed  or  found  to  be  suffidenL 

Otherwise  anj  Defisndant  may  more  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  for  want  of  piatecutioa. 

^&  If  the  Plaintiff  amends  hb  bill  without  mjuirii^ 
an  answer  to  the  amendments,  any  Defendant 
desiring  to  answer  the  same^  mast  put  in  hb 
answer  thereto  within  eight  days  after  beii^ 
served  with  notice  of  the  amendment  of  the  billy 
or  within  ssch  ftutber  time  as  the  Master  maT 

m 

aikyw. 

S$L  Where  ibe  P&asntiff  aisends  hb  bill  widioot  re- 
qoiric^  an  juKwer  ti>  the  amecdmeDU^  and  do 
answer  b  p«t  in  tberetick  aod  do  wanaDt  ftir 
tiuther  txae  tD  aeswer  the  saoae  b  serned  widiin 
e^!i»:  dtys  asisr  serrke  <«  the  Dccke  of  the 
aisKSidDMM  of  sock  buL  the  PSHaDff  b.  afiber  the 
esTonOdD  taf  sodi  ej^^ht  dirs;.  btt  widmi  fimr- 
)eec  days  6wi  the  tame  <t  :flK^  «rrx»k  essker  «o 
£je  hb  7>e^  JCKMOk  <r  x>  «et  tdcwoi  the  came  m»  be 
h«tM>J  «VD  iui  aiift£  jmsw«r« 

ikkcrw^e  atry  nedSmoajfi  aay  iik«i«  isc^  <&». 
mbs^  die  hii.  inr  w:«i£  cft'mtsiRaciraL 

M.  WWff^  ibe  Pmiuciff  aamiMs  kb  hX  wridftaic  re- 
ooini^  aa  an$3v«r  ^  liie  amonaiMgi&s.  jokd  a 
Ddbndasa.  wrk^'m  <ncflA  drcs  a&r  die  Mraoe  of 
iW  iirow  A**  die  fiinc  ^  dH^  «>>wiMic^  HilL : 
a  w«Tai«  ire  iordicc  Millie  wi$iwierdie^ 
nmos^  )itc  die  Masacr  TtAow^  icr  j^mm  sock 
jprdicr  iJmtL  die  Pbumif  b.  wohir.  vuctMK  ^ays 
j&r  «ock  wttiau.  <iixli«r  )^  fiie  nis  TtnihcHtuia  «r 
l^  :iKt  .diMvr  die  caaw  i^  i»  hMri  «k  hSL  jmd 


Otharww 
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Otherwise  any  Defendant  may  move  to  dis-        1845. 
miss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.  ^"^^^"^^ 

41.  If  a  Defendant  puts  in  an  answer  to  amendments  Time  to  file 
to  which  the  Plaintiff  has  not  required  an  answer,  ^f Jl^^^^e^ 
the  Plaintiff  must,  within  fourteen  days  after  the  fcndant  an- 
filing  of  such  answer,  either  file  his  replication  or  ments,  though 
set  down  the  cause  to  be  heard  on  bill  and  an-  °^^  requiredL 
swer,  unless,  in  the  mean  time,  he  obtains  from  the 

Court  a  special  order  for  leave  to  except  to  such 
answer  or  to  amend  the  bill. 

Otherwise  any  Defendant  may  move  to  dis« 
miss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 

42.  Parties  desiring  to  examine  witnesses  by  commis-  Time  for  ob- 

^^  t    c  .  taining  com- 

sion,  are  not  to  apply  tor  a  warrant  to  name  com-  mission  to 

missioners  to  examine  witnesses,  until  after  the  «a™ine  wit- 
nesses, 
expiration  of  four  days  from  the  filing  of  the  re- 
plication. 

43.  After  the  replication  is  filed,  parties    have  two  Time  for  ex- 

months  to  examine  their  witnesses ;  and  if  such  ^ll^j^^  ^  ' 
two  months  expire  in  the  long  vacation,  the  time, 
within  which  the  parties  are  to  examine  their 
witnesses,  is  extended  to  the  second  day  of  the 
ensuing  Michaelmas  Term. 

44.  After  the  expiration  of  two  months  from  the  filing  Time  for  pass- 
of  the  replication,  publication  is  to  pass,  unless  ^on?"  *^' 
the  time  for  publication  has  been  enlarged,  in 

which  case  it  is  to  pass  on  the  expiration  of  the 
enlarged  time ;  but  if  the  two  months  or  the  en- 
larged time  expire  in  the  long  vacation,  publica- 
tion is  not  to  pass  till  the  second  day  of  Michael- 
mas term  ;  and  on  that  day  it  is  to  pass,  unless 
the  time  has  been  enlarged. 

45.  Within  four  weeks  after  publication  has  passed.  Time  for 
the  Plaintiff  is  to  set  down  his  cause  and  obtain  clJlil^aliT" 
and  serve  a  subpoena  to  hear  judgment.  serving  su^ 

b  3  Otherwise  ^Jd^ent^ 


Time  for  re- 
turn of  Atid. 
pcena  to  hear 
judgment. 


Necessary  in- 
terval be- 
tween notice 
of  motion  and 
service  of 
petition  and 
their  hearing. 


Time  between 
notic^  and 
hearing  of 
motion  for 
appointment 
of  guardian 
ad  litem. 


Time  for 
taking  bill 
pro  cotifesto 
after  execu- 
tion of  attach- 
ment. 
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Otherwise  any  Defendant  may  move  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 

46.  A  subpcena  to  hear  judgment  is  not  to  be  return- 

able at  any  time  less  than  one  month  from  the 
teste  of  the  writ ;  and  it  is  to  be  served  at  least 
ten  days  before  the  return  thereof. 

47.  There  must,  unless  the  Court  gives  special  leave 
to  the  contrary,  be  at  least  two  clear  days  between 
the  service  of  a  notice  of  motion  and  the  day 
named  in  the  notice  for  hearing  the  motion,  and 
at  least  two  clear  days  between  the  service  of  a 
petition  and  the  day  appointed  for  hearing  the 
petition;  but,  in  the  computation  of  such  two 
clear  days,  Sundays  and  other  days  on  which  the 
offices  are  closed,  except  Monday  and  Tuesday 
in  Easter  week,  are  not  to  be  reckoned. 

48.  There  must  be  at  least  six  clear  days  between  the 

service  of  a  notice  of  motion,  by  the  Plaintiff,  for 
the  appointment  of  a  guardian,  by  whom  a  De- 
fendant who  is  an  infant  or  a  person  of  weak 
intellect  or  unsound  mind  may  defend  the  suit, 
and  the  day  named  in  the  notice  for  hearing  the 
motion. 

49.  At  any  time  within  three  weeks  after  the  execu- 
tion of  an  attachment  for  want  of  answer,  the 
Plaintiff  may  serve  a  Defendant  so  attached  with 
a  notice  of  motion  that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pro 
confesso  against  him,  and  may  move  the  Court 
accordingly  as  directed  by  Order  LXXVL 


No  excepting        XVII.  No  order  is  to  be  made  for  leave  to  file  ex- 
nunc  pro  tunc. 

ceptions  nunc  pro  tunc. 


Master  may  XVIII.  If  a  Defendant,  using  due  diligence,  is  unable 

extend  time      ^^    ^^  j^^  j^j^  answer  to  a  bill  within  the  times  allowed  by 
tor  answeni^.        *■  , 

Order  XVI.  the  Master  (on  sufficient  cause  being  shown) 

may 
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may  allow  to  such  Defendant  such  further  time,  and  on        1845. 
such,  if  any,  terms,  as  to  the  Master  seems  just.  ^^^v^^ 

XI.X.  The  Master  may  enlarge  the  time  for  making  Master  may 
his  report  upon  exceptions,  in  ail  cases  where  the  time  for^J^nine 
is  not  limited  by  the  order  of  reference,  or  by  notice  on  exceptions; 
given  pursuant  to  article  21.  of  Order  XVI. 

XX.  In  all  cases  where  the  Master  is  authorised  to  snd  mav  re- 
appoint the  time  for  any  proceeding,  or  to  enlarge  the  ^t. 
time  allowed  for  any  proceeding  by  General  Order,  he 

may  Further  enlarge  any  time  so  appointed  or  enlarged, 
by  himself,  and  on  such,  if  any,  terms,  as  to  him  seem 
just,  provided  the  application  for  such  enlargement  is 
made  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  previously  al« 
lowed,  and  he  is  satisfied  that  such  enlargement  is  re- 
quired for  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  not  with  a  view 
to  create  unnecessary  delay. 

XXI.  The  power  of  the  Court  to  enlarge  or  abridge  Court  retains 
the  time  for  doing  any  act,  or  taking  any  proceeding  in  faree  or^  ^"^ 
a  cause,  upon  such,  if  any,  terms  as  the  justice  of  the  abndge  time, 
case  requires,  is  unaffected  by  these  Orders. 


Subpoena.  Stibpcena. 

XXII.  Subpoenas  to  appear,  or  to  appear  and  answer,  Svbptnuu  to 

which  are  served  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  aClcwithin 

are  to  be  made  returnable  within  eight  days  after  the  eight  days, 
service  thereof. 

XXIIL  Subpoenas  to  appear  or  to  appear  and  answer,  Court  to  limi^ 
which  are  served  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  are  ^^^^c^^ 
to  be  made  returnable  at  such  time  after  the  service  where  sub- 
thereof  as  the  Court  by  special  order  may  direct ;  and  ^^fLris* 
if  an  answer  be  required,  each  such  subpoena  is  to  spe-  Miction. 

b  if  cify 
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1845.        dfy  the  time  after  service,  within  which  the  Defeodmnt  is 
required  to  answer. 


AilfwnMto 
beprtfiMifd 
bj  $oUcttor. 

Foniiof. 


XXIV.  All  writs  of  subpctna  in  this  Court  are  to  be 
prepared  by  the  solicitor  of  the  party  requiring  the  same ; 
and  the  seal  for  sealing  the  same  is  to  be  marked  or  in- 
scribed with  the  words  ^  Subpcsna  Oflke»  Chancery ;" 
and  such  writs  are  to  be  in  the  terms  mentioDed  at  the 
foot  of  these  Orders  or  as  near  as  may  be,  with  such  al- 
terations and  variations  as  circumstances  may  require. 

XXV.  In  the  interval  between  the  suing  oat  and  ser- 
vice of  any  subpcsna,  the  party  suing  out  the  same  may 
comfd  any  error  in  the  names  of  parties  or  witnesses,  ^od 
may  have  the  writ  re-«emlcdy  upon  payment  to  the  derk 
of  the  Sttbpcnia  Office  of  a  fee  of  one  shilling,  and  at 
the  saoQMf  time  kavii^  a  cdrrected  prvcqie  of  ssch  sab- 
pcena.  marked^  altered  and  re-«eakd,  aad  :$tgaed  with 
the  name  and  address  of  the  soIicilDr  or  sotichors  suing 
o«l  the  same. 

XXVL  :^rrice  upofi  a  Defindanc^s  «&itQrof  a  sob* 
paena  to  answer  an  amended  bdl^  or  to  hear  jittigaieBt» 
is  lo  b^  deemed  gwd  service  upon  the  pirrr. 

XXVIL  After  the  auA^waoce  ot*  or  sabrnfisswn  cd  ex- 
cepciMfe^  to  an  answer  lor  tcBsaAckncy^a  XXscemkoc  bs  to 
answer  wichin  tbe  com  apfMxnoe«i.  wtc&k.Hifi  Imoic  seneii 
with  jay  subpaena  to  moke  a  Ixecer  aozswer. 


^cap«^iIL 


XXVUL  WhtfTY  die  Pfasncif  b»  oradtfieii  ft^  semw 
aay  IXfframoc  wich  a  cupy  cr  tbe  biU  wnierdie  Stu  t>i^ 


Coders  or  sne  il>di  ^^  jii^ast.  1:^1.  wtcom 

tinjm  tbe  oiinflc  ^^^^  s»ck  :idU  dbe  C^Hirt  mty..  if  it 
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shall  think  fit,  upon  the  motion  of  the  Plaintiff,  without        1845. 
notice,  give  the  Plaintiff  leave  to  serve  such  Defendant 
with  such  copy,  within  such  time  and  upon  such  terms  as 
to  the  Court  seems  just. 


Appearance.  Appearance, 

XXIX.  If  any  Defendant,  not  appearing  to  be  an  in-  DeFendant 
fimt  or  a  person  of  weak  or  unsound  mind  unable  of  J^iecdiwr^to 
himself  to  defend  the  suit,  is,  when  within  the  jurisdiction  appear,  Plain- 
of  the  Court,  duly  served  with  a  subpoena  to  appear  to  appearance 
or  to  appear  to  and  answer  a  bill,  and  refuses  or  neg-  ^^^  ^*"' 
lects  to  appear  thereto  within  eight  days  after  such  ser- 
vice, the  Plaintiff  mayj  after  the  expiration  of  such  eight 
days,  and  within  three  weeks  from  the  time  of  such  ser* 
vice,  apply  to  the  record  and  writ  clerk  to  enter  an 
appearance   for   such  Defendant;  and,  no  appearance 
having  been  entered,  the  record  and  writ  clerk  is  to 
enter  such  appearance  accordingly,  upon  being  satisfied, 
by  a£Bdavit,  that  the  subpoena  was  duly  served  upon  such 
Defendant  personally  or  at  his  dwelling-house  or  usual 
place  of  abode ;  and  after  the  expiration  of  such  three 
weeks,  or  after  the  time  allowed  to  such  Defendant  for 
appearing  has  expired,  in  any  case  in  which  the  record 
and  writ  clerk  is  not  hereby  required  to  enter  such  ap- 
pearance, the  Plaintiff  may  apply  to  the  Court  for  leave 
to  enter  such  appearance  for  such  Defendant ;  and  the 
Court,  being  satisfied  that  the  subpoena  was  duly  served, 
and  that  no  appearance  has  been  entered  for  such  De- 
fendant, may,  if  it  so  thinks  fit,  order  the  same  accord- 


XXX.  Any  appearance  entered  at  the  instance  of  the  But  not  for 
Plaintiff  for  a  Defendant  who,  at  the  time  of  the  entry  ^nJtk.  ^^ 
thereof,  is  an  infant  or  a  person  of  weak  or  unsound 

mind. 
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mind,  unable  of  himself  to  defend  ibe  suit,  is  irregular 
and  of  no  validity. 


Course  of 

}>roceeding 
or  entering 
appearance 
for  Defendant 
who  has  gone 
out  of  realm, 
or  otherwise 
absconded  to 
avoid  service 
of  process. 


XXXI.  In  case  it  appears  to  the  Court,  by  sufficient 
evidence^  that  any  Defendant  against  whom  a  subpoena 
to  appear  to  or  to  appear  to  and  answer  a  bill  has  issued, 
has  been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  at  some 
time  not  more  tlian  two  years  before  the  subpoena  was 
issued,  and  that  such  Defendant  is  beyond  the  seas,  or 
that  upon  inquiry  at  his  usual  place  of  abode  (if  he  had 
any),  or  at  any  other  place  or  places  where,  at  the  time 
when  the  subpoena  was  issued,  he  might  probably  have 
been  met  with,  he  could  not  be  found,  so  as  to  be  served 
with  process,  and  that,  in  either  case,  there  is  just  ground 
to  believe  that  such  Defendant  is  gone  out  of  the  realm, 
or  otherwise  absconded  to  avoid  being  served  with  pro- 
cess, then  and  in  such  case,  the  Court  may  order  that 
such  Defendant  do  appear  at  a  certain  day  to  be  named 
in  the  order;  and  a  copy  of  such  order,  together  with  a 
notice  thereof  to  the  effect  set  forth  at  the  foot  of  this 
Order,  may,  within  fourteen  days  after  such  order  made, 
be  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette^  and  be  otherwise  pub- 
lished as  the  Court  directs ;  and  in  case  the  Defendant 
does  not  appear  within  the  time  limited  by  such  order, 
or  within  such  further  time  as  the  Court  appoints,  then, 
on  proof  made  of  such  publication  as  aforesaid  of  the 
aforesaid  order,  the  Court  may  order  an  appearance  to 
be  entered  for  the  Defendant  on  the  application  of  the 
Plaintiff. 

Notice. — *^  A.  B^  take  notice,  that  if  you  do  not  appear 
pursuant  to  the  above  order,  the  Plaintiff  may  enter 
an  appearance  for  you,  and  the  Court  may  after- 
wards grant  to  the  Plaintiff  such  relief  as  he  may 
appear  to  be  entitled  to  on  his  own  showing.'' 


XXXII.  If, 
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XXXIL  If,  upon  default  made  by  a  Defendant  in        1845. 

not  appearing  to  or  not  answering  a  bill,  it  appears  to     ""^^n^^^ 

the  Court  that  such  Defendant  is  an  infant,  or  a  person  ^"'*"^<>''  P^"^- 

'  ^  son  of  iin- 

of  weak  or  unsound  mind  not  so  found  by  inquisition,  sound  mind 
so  that  he  is  unable  of  himself  to  defend  the  suit,  the  CouKy  "^' 
Court  may,  upon  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff,  order  appoint  guar- 
that  one  of  the  solicitors  of  the  Court  be  assigned  guar- 
dian of  such  Defendant,  by  whom  he  may  appear  to 
and  answer  or  may  answer  the  bill  and  defend  the  suit 
But  no  such  order  is  to  be  made,  unless  it  appears  to 
the  Court,  on  the  hearing  of  such  application,  that  the 
subpcena  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  bill  was  duly 
served,  and  that  notice  of  such  application  was,  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  appearing  to  or  for 
answering  the  bill,  and  at  least  six  days  before  the  hear- 
ing of  the  application,  served  upon  or  left  at  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  the  person,  with  whom  or  under  whose  care 
such  Defendant  was  at  the  time  of  serving  such  sub- 
poena, and  (in  the  case  of  such  Defendant  being  an 
infant  not  residing  with  or  under  the  care  of  his  father 
or  guardian)  that  notice  of  such  application  was  also 
served  upon  or  left  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  father 
or  guardian  of  such  infant,  unless  the  Court,  at  the  time 
of  hearing  such  application,  thinks  fit  to  dispense  with 
such  last-mentioned  service. 

XXXIII.  Where  a  Defendant  in  any  suit  is  out  of  Where  De- 

the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  juriSAion."^ 

1.  The  Court,  upon  application  supported  by  such   i.  Court  may 

evidence  as  shall  satisfy  the  Court  in  what  place  order  service 

•^  '^  of  suopcena 

or  country  such  Defendant  is  or  may  probably  there. 

be  found,  may  order  that  the  subpoena  to  appear 
to  or  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  bill  may  be 
served  on  such  Defendant,  in  such  place  or  coun- 
try, or  within  such  limits  as  the  Court  thinks  fit 
to  direct. 

2.  Such 


a.  Time  to 
appear  to  be 
limited  by  the 
oi|Ier. 


3.  Defendant 
to  be  served 
with  copy  of 
bill  as  well  as 
with  subpcena. 


4.  On  Defend- 
ant's default 
Court  may 
order  appear- 
ance to  be 
entered. 
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2.  Such  order  is  to  limit  a  time  (depending  on  the 

place  or  country  within  which  the  subpoena  is  to 
be  served)  after  service  of  the  subpoena,  within 
which  such  Defendant  is  to  appear  to  the  bill, 
and  also  (if  an  answer  be  required)  a  time,  with- 
in which  such  Defendant  is  to  plead,  answer,  or 
demur,  or  obtain  from  the  Court  further  time  to 
make  his  defence  to  the  bill. 

3.  At  the  time  when  such  subpoena  shall  be  served, 

the  Plaintiff  is  also  to  cause  such  Defendant  to 
be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill,  and  a  copy  of 
the  order  giving  the  Plaintiff  leave  to  serve  the 
subpoena. 

4.  And  if,  upon  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  appear- 

ing, it  appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court 
that  such  Defendant  was  duly  served  with  the 
subpoena,  and  with  a  copy  of  the  bill  and  a  copy 
of  the  order,  the  Court  may,  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff,  order  an  appearance  to  be 
entered  for  such  Defendant. 


Form  of  affi-         XXXIV.  Affidavits  filed  for  the  purpose  of  proving 

davits  to  ^i^g  service  of  a  subpoena  upon  any  Defendant  are  to 

verify  service  *  '  ^ 

otsubpoma,      state,  when,  where,  and  how  such  subpoena  was  served, 

and  by  whom  such  service  was  effected. 


Plaintiff  to 
have  costs  of 
entering  ap- 
pearance tor 
Defendant, 
whatever  may 
be  the  event 
of  the  suit. 


XXXV.  The  Plaintiff,  having  duly  caused  an  ap- 
pearance to  be  entered  for  any  Defendant,  is  entitled,  as 
against  the  same  Defendant,  to  the  costs  of  and  incident 
to  entering  such  appearance,  whatever  may  be  the  event 
of  the  suit ;  and  such  costs  are  to  be  added  to  any  costs 
which  the  Plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  receive  from  such 
Defendant,  or  set  off  against  any  costs  which  he  may 
be  ordered  to  pay  to  such  Defendant;  but  payment 
thereof  is  not  to  be  otherwise  enforced  without  the  leave 
of  the  Court. 

XXXVI.  A 
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XXXVI.  A  Defendant^  notwithstanding  that  an  ap-        1845. 
pearance  may  have  been  entered  for  him  by  the  Plain-     ^"^V*^^ 
tiflF,  may  afterwards  enter  an  appearance  for  himself  in  ^hom^a"'w- 
the  ordinary  way ;  but  such  appearance,  by  such  De-  ance  entered 
fendant,  is  not  to  aiFect  any  proceeding  duly  talcen,  or  ^ards  appear 
any  right  acquired  by  the  Plaintiff  under  or  after  the  ^^r  himself. 
appearance  entered  by  him,  or  prejudice  the  Plaintiff's 

right  to  be  allowed  the  costs  of  the  first  appearance. 

XXXVII.  No  party  is  to  enter  either  a  common  or  Twelve  days 
special  appearance  under  the  26th  or  27th  of  the  Orders  ^f  co^fXill 
of  the  26th  of  August  1841  (a),  after  the  expiration  of  no  party  to 
twelve  days  from  the  service  of  the  copy  of  the  bill,  ance'^wltEout 
without  first  obtaining  an  order  of  the  Court  for  that  order  of 
purpose,  such  order  to  be  obtained  on  notice  to  the 

Plaintiff  and  to  be  granted,  if  the  Court  thinks  fit,  upon 
such  terms  as  are  just;  and  any  party  so  entering  such 
common  or  special  appearance  is  bound  by  all  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause  prior  to  such  appearance  being 
entered,  unless  the  Court  otherwise  directs. 


Scandal  and  Impertinence.  Scandal  and 

imperiinence, 

XXXVIII.  No  order  is  to  be  made  for  referring  any  No  reference 

pleading  or  other  matter  depending  before  the  Court  ^^^*  ""L*"* 
for  scandal  or  impertinence,  unless  exceptions  are  taken  taken, 
in  writing  and  signed  by  counsel,  describing  the  par- 
ticular passages  which  are  alleged  to  be  scandalous  or 
impertinent. 

XXXIX.  Where  any  person  or  party,  having  filed  Exceptions 
exceptions  to  any  pleading  or  other  matter  depending  ?^  ^^^^^' 
before  the  Court  for  scandal,  and  any  party  having  filed  ferred  within 
such  exceptions  for  impertinence,  does  not  obtain  an  *"   °^*' 

order 

(fl)  Ord.  Can,  172. 
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1845.  order  to  refer  the  same  to  the  Master,  within  six  days 
after  the  filing  thereof,  such  exceptions  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  abandoned,  and  the  person  or  party  by  whom 
such  exceptions  were  filed  is  to  pay  to  the  opposite 
party,  such  costs  as  may  have  been  incurred  by  such 
party  in  respect  of  such  exceptions. 


Matter's  re- 
port to  be 
obtained 
within  four- 
teen days. 


XL.  Where  any  person  or  party,  having  obtained  an 
order  to  refer  exceptions  to  the  Master  for  scandal,  and 
any  party  having  obtained  an  order  to  refer  soch  ex- 
ceptions to  the  Master  for  impertinence,  does  not  obtain 
the  Master's  report  thereon  within  fourteen  days  after 
the  date  of  the  order,  or  within  such  ftirther  time  as 
the  Master  thinks  fit  to  allow,  the  exceptions  and  the 
order  referring  the  same  are  to  be  considered  as  aban- 
doned, and  the  person  or  party  by  whom  such  excep- 
tions were  filed  is  to  pay  to  the  opposite  party,  such 
costs  as  may  have  been  incurred  by  such  party,  in  re- 
spect of  such  exceptions,  order,  and  reference. 


Scandal,  &c. 
to  be  ex- 
punged four 
days  after 
report. 


XLI.  Upon  the  expiration  of  four  days  from  the 
filing  of  the  Master's  report  that  any  pleading  or  other 
matter  depending  before  the  Court  is  scandalous  or  im- 
pertinent, the  officer  having  the  custody  or  charge  of 
such  pleading  or  other  matter  is,  upon  production  to 
him  of  an  office  copy  of  the  Master's  report,  and  a  cer* 
tificate  that  no  exception  thereto  was  filed,  or  an  affidavit 
that  no  order  to  set  down  any  such  exception  was  served 
within  four  days  after  the  filing  thereof,  to  expunge 
from  such  pleading  or  other  matter,  such  parts  thereof 
as  the  Master  has  found  to  be  scandalous  or  imperti- 
nent, and  thereupon,  the  person  or  party  requiring  such 
scandalous  or  impertinent  matter  to  be  expunged,  is  to 
pay  to  the  officer  expunging  the  same,  the  same  fee  as 
on  the  like  occasion  has  heretofore  been  paid  to  the 
Master. 

XLII.  The 
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XLIL    The  Master  haying  found  any  pleading  or        1845. 
matter  depending  before  the  Court  to  be  or  not  to  be     ^'^■V"^^ 
scandalous  or  impertinent,  is  to  direct  by  whom  the  costs  »canda?  and 
of  and  consequent  upon  the  reference  are  to  be  paid.        impertinence. 


Commission  to  take  Answer.  Commission  to 

t&ke  answer  to 
XLIII.   All  commissions  to  take  answers  are  to  be  be  returnable 

made  returnable  without  delay ;  and  a  Defendant  in  a  ^^^"^  ^«^y* 

country  cause  is  not  to  be  permitted  to  crave  the  com-  ded&mui 

mon  dedimus.  abolished. 


Entering  Demurrer  and  Plea.  Demurrer  and 

XLIV.  A  demurrer  or  plea  need  not  be  entered  with  entered,  and 
the  Registrar ;  but  upon  the  filing  thereof  by  a  De-.  ^a^^Lrthem 
fendant,  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  set  the  same  down, 
down  for  argument  immediately. 

Demurrer.  Demurrer. 

XLV.  Where  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  or  part  of  a  Cosu  of  suc- 
bill  is  allowed  upon  argument,  the  Plaintiff,  unless  the  <^®**^"*  ^^ 
Court  orders  to  the  contrary,  is  to  pay  to  the  demurring 
party  the  costs  of  the  demurrer,  and  if  the  demurrer  be 
to  the  whole  bill  the  costs  of  the  suit  also. 

XL VI.  Where  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill  is  not  Demurrer  to 
set  down  for  argument.within  twelves  days  after  the  filing  not^l^j.^do\Jn 
thereof,  and  the  Plaintiff  does  not,  within  such  twelve  within  twelve 
days,  serve  an  order  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill,  the  allowed  with 
demurrer  is  to  be  held  sufficient,  to  the  same  extent  and  costs, 
for  the  same  purposes,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  to  pay  to  the 
demurring  party  the  same  costs,  as  in  the  case  of  a  de- 
murrer to  the  whole  bill  allowed  upon  argument. 

XL VII.  Where  a  demurrer  to  part  of  a  bill  b  not  Demurrer  to 
set  down  for  argument  within  three  weeks  afler  the  Pprtofabill, 

filing 
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1845.  filing  thereof,  and  the  Plaintiff  does  not,  within  such 
^^/"^^  three  we.eks,  serve  an  order  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill, 
the  demurrer  is  to  be  held  sufficient,  to  the  same  extent 
and  for  the  same  purposes,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  to  pay  to 
the  demurring  party  the  same  costs,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
demurrer  to  part  of  a  bill  allowed  upon  argument. 


PUa. 

Where  plea 
allowed,  the 
Plaintiff  to 
pay  costs, 
unless,  &c. 


PUa. 

XLVIII.  Where  a  plea  to  the  whole  or  part  of  a  bill 
is  allowed  upon  argument,  the  Plaintiff,  unless  he  un- 
dertakes to  reply  to  the  plea,  or  the  Court  orders  to  the 
contrary,  is  to  pay  to  the  party  by  whom  the  plea  is 
filed  the  costs  of  the  plea,  and  if  the  plea  be  to  the 
whole  bill,  the  costs  of  the  suit  also ;  and  in  such  last- 
mentioned  case,  the  order  allowing  the  plea  is  to^  direct 
the  dismissal  of  the  bill. 


Plea,  unless 
set  down  by 
Plaintiff 
within  three 
weeks,  to  be 
allowed  with 
costs ; 


and  after 
three  weeks* 
order  of 
course  to  dis- 


XLIX.  Where  a  plea  to  the  whole  or  part  of  a  bill 
is  not  set  down  for  argument  within  three  weeks  afler 
the  filing  thereof,  and  the  Plaintiff  does  not,  within  such 
three  weeks,  serve  an  order  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill, 
or  does  not,  within  such  three  weeks,  by  notice  in  writing, 
undertake  to  reply  to  the  plea,  the  plea  is  to  be  held 
good,  to  the  same  extent,  and  for  the  same  purposes, 
and  the  same  costs  are  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  plea  to  the  whole  or  part  of  a  bill  allowed 
upon  argument ;  and  where  the  plea  is  to  the  whole  bill, 
the  Defendant  by  whom  such  plea  was  filed  may,  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  such  three  weeks,  obtain  as 
of  course  an  order  to  dismiss  the  bill. 


Procee^ngs  L.  The  Plaintiff  having  undertaken  to  reply  to  a  plea 

replfes  to  ^^  ^^^  whole  bill,  is  not,  without  the  special  leave  of  the 

pleaaccording  Court,  to  take  any  proceeding  against  the  Defendant  by 
taking.  whom  the  plea  was  filed  till  after  replication. 


Election 
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Election  to  proceed  at  Law  or  in  Equity.  v^"v^ 

LL    A  Defendant  whose  answer  is  excepted  to  or  EUetion, 

referred  back  on  former  exceptions,  alleirtnir  that  the  I"  <^»*^  2^ 
™  .     vff*  .  .        ••       .       ..    V.  ,     1  election  De- 

rlaintiit  is  prosecuting  him  in  this  Court  and  also  at  fendant  whose 

law  for  the  same  matter,  may,  by  notice  in  writing,  re-  *"*"[*[  "  ^^^ 

quire  the  Plaintiff  to  procure  the  Master's  report  on  require  Plain- 

the  exceptions  within  four  days  after  the  service  of  such  J^^^n  four 

notice;  and  if  the  Plaintiff  does  not  procure  the  Master's  days. 

report  in  four  days  accordingly,  or  if  the  exceptions  be 

not  allowed,  such  Defendant  may  obtain,  as  of  course,  on 

motion  or  petition,  the  usual  order  for  the  Plaintiff  to 

elect  in  which  court  he  will  proceed,  with  the  usual 

directions ;  but  the  Plaintiff  may  move  to  discharge  such 

order  on  the  merits  confessed  in  the  answer. 


Traversing  Note.  Traversing 

note. 
LIL  After  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  to  a  PiaintifTmay 
Defendant  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur  (not  demurring  fi'e  traversing 
alone)    to  any   original    or    supplemental   bill   or   bill  default  in  an« 
amended  before  answer,  if  such  Defendant  has  filed  no  '^^""S*    t. 
plea,  answer,  or  demurrer,  the  Plaintiff  may  file  a  note 
at  the  record  and  writ  clerk's  office  to  the  following 
effect :  —  "  The  Plaintiff  intends  to  proceed  with  his 
cause  as  if  the  Defendant  had  filed  an  answer  traversing 
the  case  made  by  the  bill." 

LIII.   After  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  to  Ditto,  upon 
,      ,  .  1-1  1  Ml   amended  bill, 

plead,  answer,  or  demur,  not  demurring  alone,  to  a  bill 

amended  after  answer,  the  Plaintiff  (if  a  Defendant  has 

not  filed  any  plea,  answer,  or  demurrer)  may  file  a  note 

at  the  record  and  writ  clerk's  office  to  the  following 

effect :  —  **  The  Plaintiff  intends  to  proceed  with  his 

cause,  as  if  the  Defendant  had  filed  an  answer  traversing 

the  allegations  introduced  into  the  bill  by  amendment." 

Vol.  VII.  c  LIV.  After 
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lS4f5»  LIV.  After  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  to  a 

Pl^t*ff^     Defendant  to  put  in  his  further  answer  to  any  bill,  the 

file  traversing    Plaintiff  (if  such  Defendant  shall  not  have  put  in  any 

hisirfficient        further  answer)  may  file  a  note  at  the  record  and  writ 

answer.  clerk's  office  16  the  following  effect :  —  "  The  Plaintiff 

intends  to  proceed  with  his  cause,  as  if  the  Defendant 

had  filed  a  further  answer  traversing  the  allegations  in 

the  bill  whereon  the  exceptions  are  founded." 


Ditto,  upon 
overruling 
plea  or  de- 
murrer. 


LV.  Where  a  demurrer  or  plea  to  the  whole  bill  is 
overruled,  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  does  not  require  an  an- 
swer, may  immediately  file  his  note  in  manner  directed 
by  Orders  LI  I.  or  LIIL,  as  the  case  may  require,  and 
with  the  same  effect,  unless  the  Court,  upon  overruling 
such  demurrer  or  plea,  gives  time  to  the  Defendant  to 
plead,  answer,  or  demur ;  and  in  such  case,  if  the  De- 
fendant files  no  plea,  answer,  or  demurrer  within  the 
time  so  allowed  by  the  Court,  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  does 
not  then  require  an  answer,  may  on  the  expiration  of 
such  time  file  such  note. 


Copy  of  tra- 
versing note 
to  be  served. 


Effect  of  tra- 
versing note. 


LVI.  A  traversing  note  having  been  filed,  a  copy 
thereof  is  to  be  served  on  the  Defendant  against  whom 
the  same  is  filed,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  nine- 
teenth and  twenty-first  of  the  Orders  of  the  26th  of 
October  184?2(a)  for  the  service  of  documents  not  re- 
quiring personal  service. 

LVI  I.  A  traversing  note,  being  filed  and  a  copy 
thereof  duly  served,  is  to  have  the  same  effect,  as  if  a 
Defendant  had  filed  a  full  answer  or  further  answer, 
traversing  the  whole  bill,  or  such  parts  of  the  bill  as  the 
note  relates  to,  on  the  day  on  which  the  note  was  filed. 


LVIIL  Aftei 


(a)  Ordines  Can.  214^  n  5. 
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LVIII.  After  the  service  of  the  copy  of  a  traversing        1845. 
note  filed  as  aforesaid,  a  Defendant  is  not  at  liberty  to     ^*^"V*^^ 

plead,  answer,  or  demur  to  a  bill,  or  to  put  in  any  fur-  ^Defendwat 

ther  answer  thereto,  mthout  the  special  leave  of  the  not  to  plead. 

Court,  and  the  cause  b  to  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  gp^i  leave, 
if  such  Defendant  had  filed  a  full  answer,  or  fiirther  an- 
swer to  the  bill  on  the  day  on  which  the  note  was  filed. 

Lyunctian  to  stay  Proceedings  at  Lam.  Comnum  tn- 

LIX.  The  Plaintiff  in  a  bill  praying  an  injunction  to  piaintifTen- 
stay  proceedings  at  law  is  entided,  as  of  course,  on  titled  to,ifDe 
notion  or  petition,  and  without  an  attachment,  to  the  not  appear 
common  injunction  for  want  of  appearance,  if  a  Defend-  daW^oran- 
ant  has  not  appeared,  in  person  or  by  his  own  solicitor,  swer  within 
Ml  or  after  the  expiration  of  eight  days  ft-om  the  service  ^0^  appear- 
ed the  subpoena,  and  for  want  of  answer,  if  a  Defendant  ^^^^* 
is  in  default  for  want  of  answer,  on  or  after  the  expira- 
tion of  eight  days  fi'om  the  day  on  which  an  appearance 
was  entered  by  or  for  him. 

LX.   The  Plaintiff  in  an  injunction  cause,  having  Plaintiffin 

obtained  the  common  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  comn^nln^ 

law,  may  (either  before  or  after  the  answer  of  a  De-  junction  may 
r     ,         .  .  Ill  1    .   .         .       »  1       obtain  one 

t^dant  IS  put  m,  and  whether  such  injunction  be  or  be  order  to 

not  continued  to  the  hearine  of  the  cause)  obtain  one  ^^^^^  .^'jh- 

°  out  prejudice. 

order,  as  of  course,  to  amend  his  bill  without  prejudice 

to  the  injunction ;  and  if  such  bill  be  amended  pursuant  Defendant 
to  such  order,   such  Defendant  may,  thereupon  and  "usolvebefore 
although  he  may  not  have  put  in  bis  answer  to  such  answer,  where 
bill  or  the  amendments  thereof,  move  the  Court,  on  would  not 
notice,  to  dissolve  the  .injunction,  on  the  ground  that  entitle  Plain- 
such  bill  as  amended  does  not,  even  if  the  amendments  junction, 
be  true,  entitle  the  Plaintiff  thereto. 

Revivor.  Revivor, 

LXL  The  Plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  revivor,  or  of  revivor  Defendant  not 

-   pleading  or 
c  2  and 
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1845.        and  supplement,  is  entitled  as  of  course,  upon  motion 
or  petition,  to  the  common  order  to  revive,  if  a  Defend- 
ant, having  appeared  in  person  or  by  his  own  solicitor, 
enStl^To'*     does  not,  within  eight  days  after  such  appearance,  plead 
order  to  or  demur  to  the  whole  bill,  or  to  so  much  thereof  as 

prays  the  revivor. 


demurring 
within  eight 


revive. 


Ditto,  bv 
order  of 
Court,  wheie 
appearance 
entered  for 
Defendant. 


LXIL  If  the  Plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  revivor  or  of  re- 
vivor and  supplement,  has  caused  an  appearance  thereto 
to  be  entered  for  any  Defendant  against  whom  it  is 
sought  to  revive  the  suit,  and  such  Defendant  does  not, 
within  eight  days  after  such  appearance,  plead  or  demur 
to  the  whole  bill,  or  to  so  much  thereof  as  prays  the 
revivor,  the  Court  may,  if  it  thinks  fit,  make  the  com- 
mon order  to  revive,  upon  motion ;  such  motion  being 
made  on  notice  to  be  served  on  such  Defendant  as  other 
notices  of  motion,  if  such  Defendant  was  a  party  to  the 
suit  at  the  time  of  the  abatement  thereof;  but  if  such 
Defendant  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit  at  such  time,  then 
such  motion  is  to  be  made  on  notice  served  on  such 
Defendant  personally,  unless  it  appears  on  affidavit,  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  unable  or  ought  not  to  be  bound  to  serve 
such  notice  personally,  by  reason  of  such  Defendant 
being  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  or  being  concealed,  or  for 
any  other  cause ;  and  if  it  appears  to  the  Court  that  the 
Plaintiff  cannot,  or  ought  not  to  be  bound  to  serve  such 
notice  personally,  then  upon  notice  otherwise  served  or 
published  as  the  Court  may  direct.  ^ 


On  death  of 
sole  Plaintiff, 
Court  may 
order  repre- 
sentative to 
revive  or 
dismiss  bill. 


LXIII.  In  cases  where  a  suit  abates  by  the  death  of 
a  sole  Plaintiff,  the  Court,  upon  motion  of  any  Defend- 
ant made  on  notice  served  on  the  legal  representative 
of  the  deceased  Plaintiff,  may  order  that  such  legal  re- 
presentative do  revive  the  suit  within  a  limited  time,  or 
that  the  bill  be  dismissed. 

Amendmenls 
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Amefidmenis  of  BilL  1 845. 

LXIV.  An  order  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill  may  be  Amendmentiof 
obtained,  at  any  time  before  answer,  upon  motion  or  ^• 
petition,  without  notice.  ^^''^"^  ""'^^• 

LXV.  An  order  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill,  only  for  To  rectify 
the  purpose  of  rectifying  some  clerical  error  in  names,  ^  *"      ^"^^' 
dates  or  sums,  may  be  obtained,  at  any  time,  upon  mo- 
tion or  petition,  without  notice. 

LXVL  One  order  of  course  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill,  Pl&intiff  en- 

as  the  Plaintiff  may  be  advised,  may  be  obtained  by  the  orderofcoune 

Plaintiff,  at  any  time  before  filing  (or  undertaking  to  ^*?end 

i.1  ^  1.      .  J       .  .  .       f  ,         iK         f  ^i'*^"n  four 

file)  a  replication^   and  withm   four   weeks   after   the  weeks  after 

answer,  or  the  last  of  several  answers' is  to  be  deemed  *«*^«>w^» 

*  sufficient. 

suflBcient ;  but  no  further  order  of  course  for  leave  to 
amend  a  bill  is  to  be  granted  after  an  answer  has  been 
filed,  unless  in  the  case  provided  for  by  Order  LXV. 

LXVIL  A  special  order  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill  is  Affidavit  for 
not  to  be  granted  without  affidavit,  to  the  effect,  —  ck?i"fdCT  u^^ 
first,  that  the  draft  of  the  proposed  amendments  has  amend.  , 
been  settled,  approved,  and  signed  by  counsel;   and 
second,  that  such  amendment  is  not  intended  for  the 
purpose  of  delay  or  vexation,  but  because  the  same  is 
considered  to  be  material  for  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff. 

LXVIII.  After  the  Plaintiff  has  filed  or  undertaken  After  replica- 
to  file  a  replication,  or  after  the  expiration  of  four  weeks  ^ffijL^rr^" 
from  the  time  when  the  answer  or  last  answer  is  deemed  quired  for 
sufficient,  a  special  order  for  leave  to  amend  a  bill  is  i^^q^,^ 
not  to  be  granted,  without  further  affidavit  showing  that 
the  matter  of  the  proposed  amendment  is  material,  and 
could  not,  with  reasonable  diligence,  have  been  sooner 
introduced  into  such  bill. 

c  3  LXIX.  Such 
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184?5.  LXIX.  Such  affidavits  as  are  mentioned  in  Orders 

^^'^"^y^.     LXVII.  and  LXVIII.  are  to  be  made  by  the  Plaintiff 

Such  affidavits  -^     . 

to  be  made  by  and  his  solicitor,  or  by  the  solicitor  alone  m  case  the 

l^soikk^T.     Plaintiff  from  being  abroad  or  otherwise  is  unable  to 
join  therein. 

Plaintiff  not  LXX.  Where  the  Plaintiff  obtains  an  order  for  leave 

wTthin  limited  ^^  amend  his  bill,  and  does  not  amend  the  same  within 

time,  order       ^hg  ^j^ie  limited  for  that  purpose,  the  order  to  amend 
becomes  void.  , 

becomes  void,  and  the  cause,  as  to  dismissal,  stands  in 

the  same  situation  as  if  such  order  had  not  been  made. 


Amended  aa. 

After  eight 
days,  no  fur- 
ther time  to 
answer 
amendments 
not  required 
to  be  answer- 
ed. 


After  adverse 
appearance^ 
Court  may 
order  im- 
mediate  at- 
tachment 
against  De- 
fendant likely 
to  abscond. 


Amended  Bill.     No  Answer  required. 

LXXI.  Where  the  Plaintiff  amends  his  bill  without 
requiring  an  answer  to  the  amendments,  no  warrant  for 
time  to  answer  such  amendments  is  to  be  granted  afler 
the  expiration  of  eight  days  from  the  service  of  the  no- 
tice of  the  amendment  of  the  bill. 

Defendant  likely  to  abscond  without  answering. 

LXXII.  If  there  is  just  reason  to  believe  that  any 
Defendant  means  to  abscond  before  answering  the  bill, 
the  Court  may,  on  the  ex  parte  application  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, at  any  time  after  appearance  has  been  entered  for 
such  Defendant  by  the  Plaintiff,  order  an  attachment 
for  want  of  answer  to  issue  against  him ;  and  such  at- 
tachment is  to  be  made  returnable  at  such  time  as  the 
Court  directs. 


Defendant 
**  in  custody  of 
serjeant-at- 
arms  or  mes- 
senger" for 
want  of  an- 
swer, to  be 
discharged 


Defendant  attached  for  want  of  Answer. 

LXXIII.  If  any  Defendant,  being  in  custody  of  the 
serjeant-at-arms  or  of  a  messenger  under  an  attachment 
for  want  of  his  answer,  is  not  brought  to  the  bar  of  the 
Court  within  ten  days  after  he  was  taken  into  custody, 
he  is  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody  by  the  serjeant-at- 
arms 
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tLrms  or  messenger  in  whose  custody  he  iS|  without  pay- 
ment by  him  of  the  costs  of  his  contempt,  which  in  such  ,     . 

1           .11        I      T^i  •     -rv     I        ./.        t    -rx  unless  brought 

case  are  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintifi;  but  it  such  De-  up  in  ten  days. 

fendant  does  not  put  in  bis  answer  within  eight  days  But  after  eight 

after  such  discharge,  the  PlaintiflF  may  cause  a  new  at-  tachmcnTmOT 

tachment   to   be  issued   against   him   for  want  of  his  iuue, 
answer. 

LXXIV.  If  any  Defendant  be  in  prison  under,  or   Defendant^^ 

being  a}jready  in  prison  be  detained  under  an  attachment   fo'^^ot  an- 

for  not  answering,  and  be  not  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  "?^®{j"6  *J  ^^ 

Court  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  his  being  ac-  if  not  brought 

tually  in  custody  or  detained  (being  already  in  custody   ^Sjt ''days 

under  such  attachment),  he  is  to  be  discharged  from 

the  process  for  want  of  answer  under  which  he  was 

arrested  or  detained,  by  the  sheriff,  gaoler,  or  keeper  of 

the  gaol   in  whose  custody  he  is,  without  payment  of 

the  costs  of  his  contempt,  which  in  such  case  are  to  be 

paid  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  if  such  Defendant  does  not  ?"^«|if^«?i* 

/.  ,  days  Plaintiff 

put  in  his  answer  within  eight  days  after  such  discharge,   may  issue  new 

the  Plaintiff  may  cause  a  new  attachment  to  be  issued  *'^*^'^™®°^ 

against  him  for  want  of  his  answer. 

LXXV.  A  Defendant  being  brought  up  in  custody  Prisoner  un- 

for  want  of  his  answer,  and  making  oath  in  court  that  *gj!^^  to^^t 

he  is  unable,  by  reason  of  poverty,  to  employ  a  solicitor  i"  answer,  re- 

.     ,  .  I      ^  .      I  n     '     ference  to  be 

to  put  in  his  answer,  the  Court  is  thereupon  to  refer  it  niade  then  to 

to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  that  allegation,   Master. 

and  to  report  thereon  to  the  Court  forthwith ;  and  the 

Court  may  appoint  a  solicitor  to  conduct  such  inquiry 

on  the  behalf  of  such  Defendant;  and  if  the  Master  re-  Assignment  of 

ports  such  Defendant  to  be  unable,  by  reason  of  poverty,   ^Qunggi^ 

to  employ  a  solicitor  to  put  in  his  answer,  the  Court 

may  assign  a  solicitor  and  counsel  for  such  Defendant 

to  enable  him  to  put  in  his  answer. 

c  4  Pro 
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bill  may  be 
taken  pro 
cim/esso. 


1 845.  Pro  confesso.    Preliminary  Proceedings.      » 

_^^^  LXXVI.  Upon  the  execution  of  an  attachment  for 

Upon  execu-  ^ 

tion  of  attach-  want  of  answer  against  any  Defendant,  or  at  any  time 
o/rnswerr*"'  within  three  weeks  afterwards,  the  Plaintiff  may  cause 
such  Defendant  to  be  served  with  a  notice  of  motion  to 
be  made  on  some  day  not  less  than  three  weeks  after 
the  day  of  such  service,  that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pro 
confesso  against  such  Defendant ;  and  thereupon,  unless 
such  Defendant  has,  in  the  mean  time,  put  in  his  answer 
to  the  bill  or  obtained  further  time  to  answer  the  same, 
the  Court,  if  it  so  thinks  fit,  may  order  the  bill  to  be 
taken  pro  confesso  against  such  Defendant,  either  imme« 
diately,  or  at  such  time,  and  upon  such  terms,  and  sub- 
ject to  such  conditions,  as,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  the  Court  thinks  proper. 


Where  writ  of 
attachment 
cannot  be  ex- 
ecuted. De- 
fendant to  be 
deemed  to 
have  ab- 
sconded. 


LXXVII.  In  cases  where  any  Def^dant,  either 
being.or  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
does  not  put  in  his  answer  in  due  time  after  appearance 
entered  by  or  for  him,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  unable,  with 
due  diligence,  to  procure  a  writ  of  attachment  or  any 
subsequent  process  for  want  of  answer  to  be  executed 
against  such  Defendant,  by  reason  of  his  being  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  or  being  concealed,  or  for 
any  other  cause,  then  such  Defendant  is,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  Plaintiff  to  obtain  an  order  to  take 
the  bill  pro  confesso^  to  be  deemed  to  have  absconded  to 
avoid,  or  to  have  refused  to  obey  the  process  of  the 
Court. 


Process  to 
take  bill  pro 
confesso 
against  ab- 
sconding De- 
fendant who 
has  himself 
appeared. 


LXXVIIL  In  cases  where  any  Defendant  who,  under 
Order  LXXVII.,  may  be  deemed  to  have  absconded  to 
avoid,  or  to  have  refused  to  obey  the  process  of  the  Court, 
has  appeared  in  person  or  by  his  own  solicitor,  the  Plain- 
tiff may  serve  upon  such  Defendant  or  his  solicitor  a  no- 
tice, that  on  a  day  in  such  notice  named  (being  not  less 

than 
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than  fourteen  days  after  the  service  of  such  notice)  the  1845. 
Court  will  be  moved  that  the  bill  may  be  taken  pro  confesso  ^^"V^ 
against  such  Defendant ;  and  the  Plaintiff  is,  upon  the 
hearing  of  such  motion,  to  satisfy  the  Court,  that  such  De- 
fendant ought,  under  the  provisions  of  Order  LXXVIL, 
to  be  deemed  to  have  absconded  to  avoid,  or  to  have  re- 
fused to  obey  the  process  of  the  Court ;  and  the  Court 
being  so  satisfied  and  the  answer  not  being  filed,  may, 
if  it  so  thinks  fit,  order  the  bill  to  be  taken  pro  confesso 
against  such  Defendant,  either  immediately  or  at  such 
time  or  upon  such  further  notice  as,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  Court  may  think  proper. 

LXXIX.  In  cases  where  any  Defendant,  who,  under  Process  to 
Order  LXXVIL,  may  be  deemed  to  have  absconded  to  ^1^"^'^'' 
avoid,  or  to  have  refused  to  obey  the  process  of  the  Court,  against  ab- 
bas had  an  appearance  entered  for  him  under  Orders  fenJantf    *" 
XXIX.,  XXXL,  or  XXXIII.,  and  has  not  afterwards  where  appear- 
appeared  in  person  or  by  his  own  solicitor,  the  PlaintiiF  entered  for 
may  cause  to  be  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette  a  notice,  1*>™- 
that  on  a  day  in  such  notice  named  (being  not  less  than 
four  weeks  after  the  first  insertion  of  such  notice  in  the 
London  Gazette)  the  Court  will  be  moved  that  the  bill 
may  be  taken  pro  confesso  against  such  Defendant ;  and 
the  PlaintiiF  is,  upon  the  hearing  of  such  motion,  to 
satisfy  the  Court,  that  such  Defendant  ought,  under  the 
provisions  of  Order  LXXVIL,  to  be  deemed  to  have  ab- 
sconded to  avoid,  or  to  have  refused  to  obey  the  process 
of  the  Court,  and  that  such  notice  of  motion  has  been 
inserted  in  the  London  Gazette^  at  least  once  in  every 
week  firom  the  time  of  the  first  insertion  thereof  up  to 
the  time  for  which  the  said  notice  is  given ;  and  the 
Court,  being  so  satisfied  and  the  answer  not  having 
been  filed,  may,  if  it  so  thinks  fit,  order  the  bill  to  be 
taken  pro  confesso  against  such  Defendant,  either  imme- 
diately or  at  such  time  or  upon  such  further  notice  as, 

under 
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1845* 


Upon  sub- 
mitting to 
decree  pro 
confesto.  De- 
fendant ma^ 
apply  for  his 
discharge. 


under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Court  may  think 
proper. 

LXXX,  Any  Defendant  being  in  custody  for  want 
of  his  answer,  and  submitting  to  have  the  bill  taken 
jn-o  confesso  against  him,  may  apply  to  the  Court,  upon 
motion  with  notice  to  be  served  on  the  Plaintiff,  to  be 
discharged  out  of  custody;  and  thereupon  the  Court 
may  order  the  bill  to  be  taken  pro  confesso  against  such 
Defendant,  and  may  order  him  to  be  discharged  out  of 
custody  upon  such  terms  as  appear  to  be  just,  unless  it 
appears,  from  the  nature  of  the  Plaintiff's  case  or  other* 
wise,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  justice  cannot 
be  done  to  the  Plaintiff  without  discovery  or  further 
discovery  from  such  Defendant 


Decree  pro 

confesso. 

Not  to  be 
taken  on  the 
same  day  as 
order  made. 


Pro  confesso  —  Hearing :  Decree. 
LXXXL  No  cause,  in  which  an  order  is  made  that 
a  bill  be  taken  pro  confesso  against  a  Defendant,  is  to  be 
heard  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  order  is  made;  but 
the  cause  is  to  be  set  down  to  be  heard,  and  the  Court, 
if  it  so  thinks  fit,  may  appoint  a  special  day  for  the 
hearing  thereof. 


Defendant 
entitled  to 
appear  and 
be  heard  on 
taking  bill 
pro  confesso. 


Court  to  make 
such  decree 
pro  confesso 
as  seems  just. 

Decree  to  be 

absolute, 

when. 


LXXXII.  A  Defendant  against  whom  an  order  to 
take  a  bill  pro  confesso  is  made,  is  at  liberty  to  appear  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause ;  and  if  he  waives  all  objection 
to  the  order,  but  not  otherwise,  he  may  be  heard  to 
argue  the  case  upon  the  merits  as  stated  hi  the  bill; 

LXXXIII.  Upon  the  hearing  of  a  cause  in  which  a 
bill  has  been  ordered  to  be  taken  pro  confesso^  such  de- 
cree is  to  be  made  as  to  the  Court  seems  just;  and  in 
the  case  of  any  Defendant  who  has  appeared  at  the 
hearing  and  waived  all  objection  to  such  order  to  take 
the  bill  pro  confesso^  or  against  whom  the  order  has  been 

made 
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made  after  appearance  by  himself  or  hU  own  solicitori  or        1 845. 
upon  notice  served  on  or  after  the  execution  of  a  writ  of 
attachment  against  himi  the  decree  is  to  be  absolute. 


lecree 


LXXXIV.  In  pronouncing  the  decree,  the  Court  Court»m>oi 

may,  either  upon  the  case  stated  in  the  bill,  or  upon  that  "   eo«/e«o* 

case  and  a  petition  presented  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  pur«  may  order 
^,  .J  •  r  ^L     receiver  or 

poae,  as  the  case  may  require,  order  a  receiver  of  the  sequestration^ 

real  and  personal  estate  pf  the  Defendant  against  whom 
the  bill  has  been  ordered  to  be  taken  jpro  cof^esso  to  be 
appointed,  with  the  usual  directions,  or  direct  a  seques- 
tration of  such  real  and  personal  estate  to  be  issued,  and 
may  (if  it  appears  to  be  just)  direct  payment  to  be  made  ""^  nrf***/ 
out  of  such  real  or  personal  estate^  of  such  sum  or  sums  ant. 
of  monqr,  as,  at  the  hearing  or  any  subsequent  stage  of 
the  cause,  the  Plaintiff  appears  to  be  entitled  to :  pro* 
Yided  that  unless  the  decree  be  absolute,  such  payment 
is  not  to  be  directed  without  security  being  given  by 
the  Plaintiff  for  restitution,  if  the  Court  afterwards 
thinks  fit  to  order  restitution  to  be  made.   * 

LXXXV.  A  decree  founded  on    a  bill   taken  pro  Decree  pro 

confesso  is  to  be  passed  and  entered  as  other  decrees.  SJ!i^  ^d 

entered. 

LXXXVI.  After  a  decree  founded  on  a  bill  taken  pro  Decree  to  be 

tai^esio  has  been  passed  and   entered,  an   oflBce  copy  defendant  or 

thereof  is    (unless  the   Court  dispenses   with   service  his  solicitor; 
thereof)  to  be  served  on  the  Defendant,  against  whom 
the  order  to  take  the  bill  pro  confesso  was  made,  or  his 

solicitor;  and  if  the  decree  be  not  absolute  under  Order  and  also,  if  de- 

LXXXIII.,  such  Defendant  or  his  solicitor  is  to  be,  at  B^te^^^th  a 

the  same  time,  served  with  a  notice,  to  the  effect,  that  if  notice  of  droe 

such  Defendant  desires  permission  to  answer  the  Plain-  decr^. 
tiff's  bill  and  set  aside  the  decree,  application  for  that 
purpose  must  be  made  to  the  Court  within  the  time 

specified 


liv 
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1845.        specified  iu  the  notice,  or  that  such  Defendant  will  be 
^^^^^"^     absolutely  excluded  from  making  any  such  application. 

Time  for  ap-  LXXXVII.  If  such  notice  as  is  mentioned  in  Order 
decr^  nift.  LXXXVI.  is  to  be  served  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  the  time  therein  specified  for  such  application  to 
be  made  by  the  Defendant  is  to  be  three  weeks  after 
service  of  such  notice ;  but  if  such  notice  is  to  be  served 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  such  time  is  to  be 
specially  appointed  by  the  Court,  on  the  ex  parte  applica- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff! 


Receiver  and 
sequestrator 
upon  decree 
pro  confetso 
not  to  act 
without  leave 
of  Court 


LXXXVIII.  No  proceeding  is  to  be  taken,  and  no 
receiver  appointed  under  the  decree  nor  any  sequestrator 
under  any  sequestration  issued  in  pursuance  thereof  is 
to  take  possession  of,  or  in  any  manner  intermeddle  with, 
any  part  of  the  real  or  personal  estate  of  a  Defendant, 
and  no  other  process  is  to  issue  to  compel  performance 
of  the  decree,  without  leave  of  the  Court,  which  is  to  be 
obtained  on  motion  with  notice  served  on  such  Defendant 
or  his  solicitor,  unless  the  Court  dispenses  with  such 
service. 


Rehearing  LXXXIX.  Any  Defendant  waiving  all  objection  to 

m^oifMihe  ^^  order  to  take  the  bill  pro  con/essOy  and  submitting  to 

taken  pro  con^  pay  such  costs  as  the  Court  may  direct,  may,  before  en- 

'***  rolment  of  the  decree,  have  the  cause  reheard  upon  the 

merits  stated  in  the  bill,  the  petition  for  rehearing  being 

*         signed  by  counsel  as  other  petitions  for  rehearing. 


Decree  nut 
may  be  made 
absolute. 


I.  Where 
service  of  de- 
cree within 
jurisdiction. 


XC.  In  cases  where  a  decree  is  not  absolute  under 
Order  LXXXIII.  the  Court  may  order  the  same  to  be 
made  absolute  on  the  motion  of  the  Plaintiff*,  made, 
1.  After  the  expiration  of  three  weeks  from  the  ser- 
vice of  a  copy  of  the  decree  on  a  Defendant, 

where 
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where  the  decree  has  been  served   within  the        1845. 

jurisdiction.  ^-^"V^^ 

2.  After  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  by  the  s.  Where 

notice  provided  for  by  Order  LXXXVL,  where  Jh^jibdic^ 

the  decree  has  been  served  without  the  jurisdic-  tion. 

tion. 
8.  After  the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  date  of  5.  Where  no 

the  decree,  where   a  Defendant  has  not  been  •®'^**^®' 

served  with  a  copy  thereof. 
And  such  order  may  be  made  either  on  the  first  hearing  Order  ab- 
of  such  motion,  or  on  the  expiration  of  any  further  time  either  imme- 
which  the  Court  may,  on  the  hearing  of  such  motion,  f^^^^  ^^ 
allow  to  the  Defendant  for  presenting  a  petition  for  leave 
to  answer  the  bill. 

XCL  Where  the  decree  is  not  absolute  under  Order  The  decree 
LXXXIIL   and  has  not  been  made   absolute   under  solute,  Q>urt 

Order  XC,  and  a  Defendant  has  a  case  upon  merits  not  may.on  tcrma, 

open  enrol- 
appearing  in  the  bill,  he  may  apply  to  the  Court  by  ment,  and 

petition  stating  such  case,  and  submitting  to  such  terms  F^^"^.^^ 
with  respect  to  costs  and  otherwise  as  the  Court  may  answer  and 
think  reasonable,  for  leave  to  answer  the  bill ;  and  the  ^^  ^^' 
Court,  being  satisfied  that  such  case  is  proper  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  may,  if  it  thinks 
fit,  and  upon  such  terms  as  seem  just,  vacate  the  inrol- 
ment  (if  any)  of  the  decree,  and  permit  such  Defendant 
to  answer  the  bill ;  and  if  permission  be  given  to  such 
Defendant  to  answer  the  bill,  leave  may  be  given  to  file 
a  separate  replication  to  such  answer,  and  issue  may  be 
joined,  and  witnesses  examined,  and  such  proceedings 
had  as  if  the  decree  had  not  been  made,  and  no  pro- 
ceedings against  such  Defendant  had  been  had  in  the 
cause. 

XCII.  The  rights  and  liabilities  of  any  Plaintiff  or  Rights  and 
Defendant  under  a  decree  made  upon  a  bill  taken  pro  uSdei^decree 

canfesso 


Ivi 
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1845. 


pro  confeuo 
to  extend  to 
represen- 
tatives. 


Court  may 
permit  ulterior 
proceedings. 


confesso  extend  to  the  representatives  oF  any  deceased 
Plaintiff  or  Defendant,  and  to  any  persons  or  person 
claiming  under  any  person  who  was  Plaintiff  or  De- 
fendant at  the  time  when  the  decree  was  pronounced ; 
and  with  reference  to  the  altered  state  of  parties  and  any 
new  intec^sts  acquired,  the  Court  may,  upon  motion  or 
petition  served  in  such  manner,  and  supported  by  such 
evidence  as  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  the  Court 
deems  sufficient,  permit  any  party,  or  the  representative 
of  any  party,  to  file  such  bill  or  bills,  or  adopt  such 
proceedings  as  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  case 
require,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  decree  (if  abso- 
lute) duly  executed,  or  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
matter  of  the  decree  (if  net  absolute)  duly  considered, 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties  duly  ascertained  and  de- 
termined. 


Jommgiitite. 

Subpoena  to 
rejoin  abo- 
lished. 

Only  one  re- 
plication to 
be  filed,  and 
thereupon  the 
cause  to  be 
deemed  at 
issue. 


Form  of 
replication. 


Joining  Issue. 

XCIII.  No  subpoena  to  rejoin  is  hereafter  to  be  is-> 
sued ;  and  only  one  replication  is  to  be  filed  in  each  cause, 
unless  the  Court  otherwise  orders  ;  and  the  replication 
is  to  be  in  the  form  set  forth  at  the  foot  of  this  Order,  or 
as  near  thereto  as  circumstances  admit  and  require ;  and 
upon  the  filing  of  such  replication,  the  cause  is  to  be 
deemed  to  be  completely  at  issue ;  and  each  Defendant 
may,  without  any  rule  or  order,  proceed  to  examine  his 
witnesses,  and  the  Plaintiff  may,  in  like  manner,  proceed 
to  examine  his  ^witnesses  so  soon  as  notice  of  the  repli- 
cation being  filed  has  been  duly  served  on  all  the  De- 
fendants who  have  filed  an  answer  or  plea,  or  against 
whom  a  traversing  note  has  been  filed. 


Farm  of  Replication. 

«  Between  A.B.        - 

<<and 
"  C.  !>.,  £.  JF,  G.  H.y  &c. 


Plaintiff. 

Defendants. 
"The 
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'^  The  PlaintiflP  in  this  cause  hereby  joins  issue  with  1845. 
the  Defendant  C.  D."  [all  the  Defendants  who  have  an*  ^*'^V^^ 
swered  orpkaded,  or  against  whom  a  traxxrsing  note  has 
heenJUed},  ^  and  will  hear  the  cause  on  bill  and  answer 
against  the  Defendant  E.  FJ*  [all  the  Defendants  against 
whom  the  catise  is  to  be  heard  on  bill  and  answer}j  ^^  and 
on  the  order  to  take  the  bill  as  confessed  against  the 
Defendant  6.  W*  [as  the  case  may  be"]. 

Commission  to  examine  witnesses. 
XCIV.  Commissions  to  examine  witnesses  within  the  Commission 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  are  to  be  directed  to  two  com-  witnesses  to 
missioners  only^  and,  unless  the  Court  otherwise  orders,  ^^  directed  to 
are  to  be  made  returnable  without  delay ;  and  the  com-  or  Bollciton; 
missioners  are  to  be  either  barristers  or  solicitors  not 
concerned  in  the  cause^  and  each  one  of  such  two  com- 
missioners is  to  have  all  such  power  and  authority  to  ex- 
amine witnesses,  as  have  heretofore  been  vested  in  the 
acting  commissioners  named  in   the    commissions  to 
examine  witnesses  which  have  heretofore  been  issued ; 
but  the  commissioner  first  named  in  the  commissions  to  but  one  alone 
be  hereafter  issued  is  alone  to  act  in  the  execution  of  any 
commission,  unless  he  is,  by  illness  or  other  sufficient 
cause,  incapacitated  from  acting  therein,  in  which  case 
the  commissioner  secondly  named  is  alone  to  act  in  the 
execution  of  such  commission. 


XCV.  immediately  after  the  replication  is  filed,  the  After  replica- 
Plaintiff,  if  he  thinks  fit,  may  give  notice  to  all  other  S,a?gW?^^ 

parties  entitled  to  examine  witnesses  in  the  cause,  of  his  notice  of 
.  ^      .       ^  ^  ••!•.•  J    commission, 

intention  to  sue  out  a  commission  for  that  purpose ;  and 

the  Plaintiff,  if  he  gives  such  notice  within  two  days  Carriage  of, 

after  the  filing  of  the  replication,  or  before  any  De-  ^y  P'wn^- 

fendant  has  given  notice  of  his  intention  to  sue  out  a 

commission,  is  to  have  the  carriage  of  the  commission. 

XCVI.  After 


1     ••• 
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1845.  XCVL  After  the  expiration  of  two  days  rrom  the 

^-^^^^^m  filing  of  the  replication,  if  the  Plaintiff  has  not  previoiisly 
by  Del^^nt.  P^®"  notice  to  all  other  parties  entitled  to  examine  wit- 
nesses in  the  cause  of  his  intention  to  sue  out  a  com- 
mission for  that  purpose,  any  Defendant  may  give  notice 
to  all  the  other  parties  entitled  to  examine  witnesses  in  the 
same  cause,  of  such  Defendant's  intention  to  sue  out  a 
commission  for  that  purpose ;  and  any  Defendant  so 
giving  such  notice  is  to  have  the  carriage  of  the  com- 
mission, unless  such  notice  be  given  by  more  than  one 
Defendant,  in  which  case  the  Defendant  who  first  gave 
such  notice  is  to  have  the  carriage  of  the  commission. 


Partiet  may 
a^ree  on  com- 
missionen. 


XCVIL  Where  the  parties  entided  to  examine  wit- 
nesses in  the  cause  agree  to  the  nomination  of  persons  to 
be  commissioners,  and  to  the  order  in  which  such  com- 
missioners are  to  be  named,  the  record  and  writ  clerk, 
upon  being  applied  to  for  the  purpose,  is  to  cause  a 
commbsion  directed  to  such  persons  to  be  sealed  and 
delivered  to  the  person  entitled  to  have  the  carriage 
thereof. 


Parties  not 
agreeing,  the 
Matter  to 
select  or 
nominate 
commis. 
sioners. 


XCVIIL  If  all  the  parties  entitled  to  examine  wit- 
nesses in  the  cause  have  not,  within  four  days  after  the 
filing  of  the  replication,  agreed  to  the  nomination  of 
persons  to  be  commissioners,  any  party  entided  to  ex- 
amine witnesses  in  the  cause  may  apply  to  the  Master 
to  whom  any  former  reference  in  the  caus«  has  been 
made,  or  to  the  Master  in  rotation  in  case  no  former  re- 
ference has  been  made,  for  a  warrant,  returnable  in  two 
days,  requiring  the  other  parties  to  attend  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  commissioners  named ;  and  such  Master 
is  to  grant  such  warrant,  and  the  same  being  duly 
served,  all  parties,  on  the  return  thereof,  are  to  propose 
commissioners ;  and  if,  among  the  persons  so  proposed, 

there 
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there  are  two  or  more  to  whom  no  just  objection  is  made,  1 84:5 . 
the  Master  is  to  select  or  nominate  and  certify  to  be  ^"^"^^^^ 
commissioners  such  two  of  the  proposed  persons  as 
appear  to  him  most  proper  to  perform  tlie  duty ;  but  if 
it  appears  that  no  one  or  only  one  of  such  proposed 
persons  is  free  from  just  objection,  the  Master,  as  the 
case  may  be,  is  to  nominate  and  certify  two  proper  per- 
sons, or  to  nominate  one  proper  person  and  certify  him 
and  the  person  free  from  objection,  to  be  the  commb- 
sioners. 

XCIX.  If  any  question  arises  as  to  the  commissioner  Master  to 
who  is  to  be  first  named,  or  as  to  the  party  who  is  to  qi^estionl^as 
have  the  carriage  of  the  commission,  the  Master  is  to  to  the  first 
determine  such  question,  and  to  name  the  party  who  is  gioner,  and 
to  have  the  carriage  of  the  commission.  ^®  carriage. 

C.   If  any  party  entitled  to  examine  witnesses  in  a  Master  mny 
cause  shall  desire  to  have  any  additional  commission  ^jj^ai^om- 
or  commissions,  application  is  to  be  made  to  the  Master  mission, 
for  leave  to  sue  out  such  additional  commission  or  com- 
missions; and  upon  the  Master's  certificate  that  such 
additional  commission  or  commissions  is  or  are  proper 
to  be  issued,  the  same  may  be  sued  out  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  a  first  or  only  commission ;   and  in   case   the  and  questions 
parties  do  not  agree,  any  question  respecting  the  com-  determined  by 
missioners  to  be  named  or  the  order  in  which  they  are  1^* 
to  be  nanied  in  the  commission,  or  any  question  respect- 
ing the  carriage  of  any  such  additional  commission,  is  to 
be  settled  by  the  Master  as  in  the  case  of  a  first  or  only 
commission. 


CI.  The  Master  is  to  deliver  his  certificate  of  the  Master  to 
nomination  of  the  commissioners  to  the  solicitor  of  the  tificate  of  no- 
party  who  is  to  have  the  carriage  of  the  commission ;  mination  of 

,,,...  ,  ,  ,      ,  commis- 

and  such  solicitor  is,  on  the  same  day,  or  at  the  latest  sioners  tc  tho 

Vol.  VIL  d  on 
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1845.  on  the  day  next  following  the  date  of  the  Master's  cer- 
^g^S^^^  ficate,  to  file  the  same,  and  is,  within  two  days  from  the 
ing  carriage  of  date  thereof,  to  take  an  office  copy  thereof  to  the  record 
sion,  who  is  ^"^  ^^^'  clerk,  who  is,  on  the  same  day  or  at  the  latest  on 
to  file  the  the  day  next  following  his  receipt  of  such  office  copy,  to 
and  within  ^^  ^  commission  directed  to  the  persons  named  in  the 
two  days  certificate,  and  to  deliver  such  commission  to  the  soli- 

commission  ^*^^  ^^^^  whom  he  received  the  certificate ;  and  such 
and  within  a  solicitor  having  received  the  commission  is,  within  one 
^iie  deliver  ^^^^  ^'^^  ^^^  ^^ste  thereof,  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
the  same  to  commissioner  therein  first  named,  if  he  be  at  the  time 
able  to  act  in  the  execution  of  the  commission,  but  if  not 
then  to  the  commissioner  secondly  named. 


the  Commit 
aioner. 


On  default,  dj.  If  any  solicitor  havinir  the  carriage  of  a  corn- 

other  party  .    .  ,     . 

may  apply  for  mission  does  not,  within  six  days  after  the  date  of  the 

sion^^™™'^  Master's  certificate,  obtain  the  commission,  and  duly 
deliver  the  same  to  the  commissioner  by  whom  the  same 
is  to  be  executed,  any  other  party  entitled  to  examine 
witnesses  may  apply  to  the  Master  for  leave  to  take  out 
a  new  commission  directed  to  the  same  commissioners, 
and  to  have  the  carriage  of  such  commission ;  and  the 

Costs.  costs  of  such  application  are  to  be  paid  by  the  party  in 

default,  whether  the  application  succeeds  or  not. 

Form  of  Form  of  Conimissiofu 

mssion.  cm.  The   form  of  a  commission  to   be   hereafter 

issued  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  is  to  be  as  fol- 
lows, with  such  (if  any)  variations  as  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  require :  — 

"  Victoria,  &c. 

«  To  A.  B.  and  C.  Z).,  greeting. 
"  Know  ye,  that  we,  in  confidence  of  your  prudence 
"  and  fidelity,  have  appointed  you,  and  by  these  pre- 

"  sents 
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'*  seats  do  give  unto  each  of  you,  fall  power  and  au-        1845. 
^^  thority,   diligently  to  examine  all  witnesses  what* 
^  soereri  npoil  certain  interrogatories  to  be  exhibited 
^  to  you  in  a  cause  wherein  E»,F.  is  Complainant  and 
*^  G.H.  and  others  are  Defendants ;  and  therefore  we 
**  commandi  that  one  of  you  do,  at  certain  days  and 
'*  places  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  cause  the 
*^  said  witnesses  to  come  before  you,  and  then  and 
^  there  examine  each  of  them,  apart,  upon  the  said  in- 
'*  terrogatories,   either  on  their  respective  corporal 
^*  oaths  first  taken  before  you  upon  the  Holy  Evan- 
^  gelists,  or  in  the  case  of  Quakers  upon  their  solemn 
^  aflSrmaUon  and  declaration,  or  in  such  other  solemn 
^  manner  as  is  or  may  be  authorised  by  law,  and  that 
**yon  do  take  such  their  examinations  and  reduce 
^them  into  writing  on  parchment;  and  when  you 
'^  shall  have  so  taken  them,  you  are  to  send  the  same 
•*  to  us  in  our  Chancery  without  delay,  wheresoever 
^  it  shall  then  be,  closed  up  and  under  your  seal, 
**  distinctly  and   plainly  set,  together  with  the  said 
'*  interrogatories  and   this   writ.      And  we  further 
^'  command  you,  that  before  you  act  in  or  be  present 
*^  at  the  swearing  or  examining  any  witness  or  wit- 
^  nesses  you  do  take  the  oath  first  specified  in  the 
^  schedule  hereunto  annexed.    And  we  further  com- 
*'  mand,  that  all  and  every  the  clerk  or  clerks  employed 
^  in  taking,  writing,  transcribing,  or  engrossing  the 
**  deposition  or  depositions  of  witnesses   to  be  ex- 
*^  amined  by  virtue  of  these  presents  shall,  before  he 
^  or  they  be  permitted  to  act  as  clerk  or  clerks  as 
''aforesaid,  or   be   present    at    such    examination, 
''  severally  take  the  oath  last  specified  in  the  said 
'*  schedule  annexed ;  and  we  also  give  to  you  full 
**  power  and  authority  to  administer  such  oath  to  such 
*'  clerk  or  clerks  in  manner  aforesaid.     Witness  our- 
d  2  «  self 
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"  self  at  Westminster^  the  day  of 

"  in  the  year  of  our  reign. 

"  Langdale." 

(Endorsement.) 

"  By  order  of  Court." 

(Name  and  address  of  agent  and  solicitor  issuing  writ.) 

Commis-  CIV.  The  oath  to  be  taken  by  a  commissioner  is  to  be 

set  forth  in  a  schedule  annexed  to  the  commission,  and 
is  to  be  in  the  form  following ;  viz. 

**  You  shall,  according  to  the  best  of  your  skill  and 
"  knowledge,  truly,  faithfully,  and  without  partiality  tc 
"  any  or  either  of  the  parties  in  this  cause,  take  the 
^*  examinations  and  depositions  of  all  and  every  wit- 
<<  ness  and  witnesses,  produced  and  examined  b} 
**  virtue  of  the  commission  hereunto  annexed,  upon 
"  the  interrogatories  produced  and  left  with  you ; 
"  and  you  shall  not  publish,  disclose,  or  make  known 
"  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  except  to  the 
"  clerk  or  clerks  by  you  employed  and  sworn  tc 
<<  secrecy  in  the  execution  of  this  commission,  the 
"  contents  of  all  or  any  of  the  depositions  of  the  wit- 
"  nesses,  or  any  of  them,  to  be  taken  by  you  by  virtue 
*^  of  the  said  commission,  until  publication  shall  pass 
**  pursuant  to  some  general  or  special  order  of  the 
"  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

«  So  help  you  God." 

And  the  said  oath  is  to  be  taken  by  the  commissioner 
who  is  to  act  in  the  execution  of  the  commission  previ- 
ously to  his  acting  therein,  before  any  master  in  ordinary 
or  before  any  master  extraordinary  of  the  Court  who  is 
not  employed  or  concerned  in  the  cause,  and  such  mas- 
ter extraordinary  is  hereby  authorised  and  required  to 
adminbter  such  oath. 

CV.  The 
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CV.  The  oath  to  be  taken  by  the  clerk  or  clerks 
employed  in  taking,  writing,  transcribing,  or  ingrossing 
the  deposition  or  depositions  of  witnesses  to  be  examined 
by  virtue  of  a  commission  is  to  be  set  forth  in  a  schedule 
annexed  to  the  commission,  and  is  to  be  in  the  form 
following;  viz. 

'^  You  shall  truly  and  faithfully,  and  without  par- 
**  tiality  to  any  or  either  of  the  parties  in  this  cause, 
'^  take  and  write  down,  transcribe  and  ingross,  the 
'*  depositions  of  all  and  every  witness  and  witnesses 
^produced  before  and  examined  by  either  of  the 
'^  commissioners  named  in  the  commission  hereunto 
'^  annexed,  as  far  forth  as  you  are  directed  and  em- 
*'  ployed  by  the  said  commissioner  to  take,  write  down, 
'^  or  ingross  the  said  depositions  or  any  of  them ;  and 
[  ^  you  shall  not  publish,  disclose,  or  make  known  to 
^  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  the  contents  of 
^  all  or  any  of  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  or  any 
"  of  them  to  be  taken,  written  down,  transcribed,  or  ' 
^  ingrossed  by  you,  or  whereto  you  shall  have  re- 
'^  course,  or  be  any  ways  privy,  until  publication  shall 
**  pass  pursuant  to  some  general  or  special  order  of 
*•  the  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

*«  So  help  you  God.'' 

And  the  said  oath  is  to  be  taken  before  the  acting  com- 
missioner, by  the  clerk  or  clerks  employed  as  aforesaid, 
before  he  or  they  be  permitted  to  act  as  such  clerk  or 
clerks,  or  to  be  present  at  the  examination  of  witnesses 
under  the  commission  ;  and  the  commissioner  is  hereby 
anthorised  and  required  to  administer  the  said  oath  to 
such  clerk  or  clerks  accordingly. 

CVL  The  commissioner  having  taken  such  oath  is.  Notice  to  be 
at  the  instance  of  any  party  entitled  to  examine  wit-  SJd  piace'of 
nesses,  to  sign  and  deliver  to  such  party  a  notice  in  examination. 
d  S  writing 
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1845.  writing,  specifiying  the  time  and  place  when  and  where 
he  will  proceed  to  examine  witnesses,  and  such  notice 
is  to  be  duly  served  by  the  party  who  obtains  it  upon 
the  solicitors  of  all  the  other  parties  entitled  to  examine 
witnesses  under  the  commission,  and  in  case  any  such 
party  has  no  solicitor,  upon  such  party,  at  least  ten  clear 
days  before  the  day  therein  named  for  proceeding  to  ex- 
amine witnesses. 


Depositions  to       CVII.  All  depositions  of  witnesses  are  to  be  taken 
DOTOD.  *^^  expressed  in  the  first  person  of  the  deponent. 


Commissioner 
to  proceed  de 
diemdiem^ 
six  hours  a 
day. 


He  may  acU 
journ; 


Certain  mat- 
ters to  be  en- 
tered on  de- 
positions. 


CVIIL  If  the  examination  of  witnesses  cannot  be 
completed  in  one  day,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
permit,  the  commissioner  is  to  proceed  de  die  in  diem^ 
during  six  hours  of  each  day  between  the  hours  of  eight 
in  the  morning  and  six  in  the  afternoon,  until  the  wit* 
nesses  for  all  parties  are  fully  examined ;  nevertheless, 
the  commissioner  may,  if  in  his  opinion  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  require  an  adjournment,  adjourn  the  pro- 
ceedings, from  time  to  time  and  from  place  to  place,  in 
such  manner  as  he  thinks  proper ;  but  he  is  in  all  cases 
to  enter  ot\  the  depositions  any  adjournment,  and,  where 
such  adjournment  is  from  place  to  place  or  otherwise 
than  de  die  in  diem^  the  cause  or  reason  of  such  adjourn- 
ment, and  he  is  also  to  enter  on  the  depositions  the 
hours  of  the  day  on  which  he  commences  and  concludes 
the  examination  of  witnesses  on  each  day,  and  the  true 
cause  of  his  not  proceeding  for  the  full  time  of  six  hours 
on  each  day,  if  such  should  be  the  case. 


Depoutionsto  CIX.  When  the  examination  of  witnesses  is  com- 
and*utms-"^  pleted,  the  commissioner  is  to  seal  up  the  depositions, 
mitted.  and  is  to  transmit  the  same,  sealed  up  with  the  com- 

mission, to  the  record  and  writ  clerk's  office. 


ex.  The 
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ex.  The  commissioner  is,  for  the  performance  of 
his  duty  as  such  commissioner,  entitled  to  receive  the 
following  sums  of  money ;  viz. 

For  every  day  in  which  he  is,  neces-     £  s.    d. 
sarily  and   without  any  default  of  his 
own,  detained  in  the  execution  of  the 
commission,  for  his  expenses  the  sum  of    2    2     0 

For  every  day  in  which  he  is  bondjlde 
employed  in  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses, the  further  sum  of        -  -     S     S     0 

For  every  mile  that  he  travels  directly 
from  his  place  of  residence  to  the  place 
where  he  opens  the  commission,  and 
from  place  to  place  where  the  commis- 
sion is  adjourned,  and  from  the  place 
where  he  last  acts  in  the  execution  of 
the  commission  to  his  place  of  residence, 
the  sum  of-  -  -  -016 
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Fees  to  com- 
missioner. 


PtJtblication, 


PubHeation, 


CXI.  Publication  is  to  pass,  without  rule  or  order,  on  Publication  to 

the  expiration  of  two  months  after  the  filing  of  the  re-  ^f^  ^  ^i^^ 

plication,  unless  such  time  expires  in  the  long  vacation  »nd  when, 
or  is  enlarged  by  order. 


CXII.  If  the  two  months  after  the  filing  of  the  re-  Do.  where 

plication  expire  in  the  long  vacation,  publication  is  to  |Ji™o^  yaca- 

pass  on  the  second  day  of  the  ensuing  Mtcfutelmas  term,  tion. 
unless  the  time  is  enlarged  by  order. 


CXIII.  If  the  time  is  enlarged  by  order,  publication  Do.  where 
is  to  pass,  without  rule  or  order,  on  the  expiration  of  the  ^^™®  enlarged, 
enlarged  time,  unless  the  enlarged  time  expires  in  the 
long  vacation,  in  which  case  publication  is  to  pass,  with- 
out rule  or  order,  on  the  second  day  of  the  ensuing 

d  4  Michaelmas 
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184-5.       MicJiaclmas  term,  unless  the  time  is  further  enlarged  by 
order. 


Defendant 
may  move  to 
dismiss,  when. 


U  If  Plaintiff 
neglects  to 
proceed  after 
answers  suf- 
ficient 


2.  or  to  reply 
to  plea,  ac- 
cording to 
undertaking. 


3.  or  to 
amend. 


4.  or  to  set 
down  cause, 
&c. 


Dismissal. 

CXIV.  Any  Defendant  may,  upon  notice,  move  the 
Court,  that  the  bill  may  be  dismissed  with  costs  for 
want  of  prosecution,  and  the  Court  may  order  accord* 

1.  If  the  Plaintiff,  having  obtained  no  order  to  en- 

large the  time,  does  not  obtain  and  serve  an 
order  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill,  or  does  not 
61e  the  replication,  or  set  down  the  cause  to  be 
heard  on  bill  and  answer,  within  four  weeks 
after  the  answer,  or  the  last  of  the  answers,  is 
found  or  deemed  to  be  sufficient,  or  after  the 
filing  of  a  traversing  note ;  or 

2.  If  the  Plaintiff,  having  undertaken  to  reply  to  a 

plea  to  the  whole  bill,  does  not  file  his  replica- 
tion within  four  weeks  after  the  date  of  his  un- 
dertaking; or 

3.  If  the  Plaintiff,  having  obtained  no  order  to  en- 

large the  time,  does  not  amend  the  bill  within 
fourteen  days  after  the  date  of  the  order  for 
leave  to  amend ;  or 

4.  .If  the  Plaintiff,  having  obtained  no  order  to  en^ 

large  the  time,  does  not  set  down  the  cause  to 
be  heard,  and  obtain  and  serve  a  subpoena  to  hear 
judgment  within  four  weeks  after  publication  has 
passed. 


Dismissal  for 
want,  &c., 
where  no 
answer  re- 
quired to 
amcmlments, 
and  Plaintiff 
neglects  to 
reply:  — 


CXV.  Where  the  Plaintiff  has,  after  answer,  amended 
his  bill  without  requiring  an  answer  to  the  amendments, 
any  Defendoni  may,  upon  notice,  move  lo  dismiss  the 
bill  with  costs  for  want  of  prosecution,  if  the  Plaintiff, 
having  obtained  no  order  to  enlarge  the  time,  does  not 

file 
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file  the  replication,  or  set  down  the  cause  to  be  heard        1845. 
on  bill  and  answer,  within  the  times  following ;  viz.  ^"^^N"^*^ 

1.  Within  fourteen  days  after  service  of  notice  of  the  i.  Where  De- 

f      \  A 

amendment  of  the  bill,  in  cases  where  the  De-  ^^^  desire  ^ 
fendant  does  not  desire  to  answer  the  amend-  answer. 
ments. 

2.  Within  fourteen  days  after  the  Master's  refusal  to  2.  Where  fur- 

allow  further  time,  in  cases  where  the  Defendant,  in^Ul^re.^^ 
desiring  to  answer,  has  not  put  in  his  answer  Aised. 
within  eight  days  after  the  service  of  notice  of 
the  amendment  of  the  bill,  and  the  Master  has 
refused  to  allow  further  time. 

3.  Within  fourteen  days  after  the  filing  of  the  answer,  3.  Where 

in  cases  where   the  Defendant  has  put  in  an  awwered"^ 

answer  to  the  amendment,  unless  the  Plaintiff 

has,  within  such  fourteen  days,  obtained  from  the 

Court  a  special  order  for  leave  to  re-amend  the 

bill. 

CXVI.  If,  after  publication  passed,  the  Plaintiff  nc-  After  publica- 
gleets  to  set  down  the  cause  to  be  heard,  any  Defendant,  aT  on  Phin'- 
after  the  expiration  of  four  weeks,  may  set  the  same  tiff's  default, 
down  at  his  own  request,  instead  of  proceeding  to  dis-  caus^^&c.^^" 
miss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  may  obtain  a 
mbpcena  to  hear  judgment,  and  serve  the  same  on  the 
Plaintiff. 

CXVII.  If  the  Plaintiff,  after  the  cause  is  set  down  Dismissal  bj 

to  be  heard,  causes  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  on  his  own  ?^  .^I**    / 
'  cause  set 

application,  or  if  the  cause  is  called  on  to  be  heard  in  down,  or  upon 
Court  and  the  Plaintiff  makes  default,  arid  by  reason  default  in  np- 
thereof,  the  bill  is  dismissed,  then  and  in  such  case,  such  peering,  to  be 
dismissal  is,  unless  the  Court  otherwise  orders,  to  be  dismissal  on 
equivalent  to  a  dismissal  on  the  merits,  and  may  be  '^®  raents. 
pleaded  in  bar  to  another  suit  for  the  same  matter. 

CXVIII. 
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1845. 


Defendant  not 
to  move  to 
dismiss  till 
time  to  amend 
has  expired. 


CXVIIL  A  Defendant  is  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  move 
to  dismiss  a  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  until  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  within  which  a  Plaintiff  may  ob- 
tain an  order  to  amend*  such  bill. 

Conditional  Order. 


Conditional  CXIX.  In  all  cases  where  any  person  or  party,  having 

coroMc^^with  obtained  from  the  Court  or  from  a  Master  any  order 
considered  as  upon  condition,  does  not  perform  or  comply  with  such 
*  °  °°®  condition,  he  is  to  be  considered  to  have  waived  or 
abandoned  such  order  so  far  as  the  same  is  beneficial  to 
himself,  and  any  other  party  or  person  interested  in  the 
matter  may,  on  breach  or  non-performance  of  the  con- 
dition, take  either  such  proceedings  as  the  order  may 
in  such  case  warrant,  or  such  proceedings  as  might  have 
been  taken  if  no  such  order  had  been  made,  unless  the 
Court  orders  to  the  contrary. 


Costs  to  be 
allowed  on 
taxation 
between  party 
and  party. 

Service  of 
certain  pro- 
ceedings. 

Conferences. 


Settling 
pleadings  and 
petitions. 


Consultations. 

Attendance  of 
counsel  in 
Master's 
office,  on 
pleadings  or 
title. 

Procuring 
evidence. 


Costs. 
CXX.  Where  costs  are  to  be  taxed  as  between  party 
and  party,  the  taxing  Master  may  allow  to  the  party 
entitled  to  receive  such  costs  all  such  just  and  reasonable 
expenses  as  appear  to  have  been  properly  incurred  in 

The  service  and  execution  of  writs,  and  the  ser- 
vice of  orders,  notices,  petitions,  and  warrants. 
Advising  with  counsel  on  the  pleadings,  evidence 

and  other  proceedings  in  the  cause. 
Procuring  counsel  to  settle  and  sign  pleadings, 
and  such  petitions  as  may  appear  to  have  been 
proper  to  be  settled  by  counsel. 
Procuring  consultations  of  counsel. 
Procuring  the  attendance  of  counsel  in  the  Mas- 
ter's offices  upon  questions  relating  to  plead- 
ings or  title, 
Procuring  evidence  by  deposition  or  affidavit, 
and  the  attendance  of  witnesses, 

and 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  Ixix 

and  1845. 

Supplying  counsel  with  copies  of  or  extracts  p^'^^'^^ 

from  necessary  documents.  documenu  for 

counsel. 

But  in  allowing  such  costs,  the  taxing  Master  is  not  Rule  to  guide 

to  allow  to  such  party  any  costs  which  do  not  appear  to  Muten"^ 

have  been  necessary  or  proper  for  the  attainment  of  thereon. 

justice,  or  for  defending  his  rights,  or  which  appear  to 

have  been  incurred  through  over  caution,  n^ligence, 

or  mistake,  or  merely  at  the  desire  of  the  party. 

CXXI.  The  costs  of  such  copies  of  pleadings  an4  Same  costs  of 

proceedings  as  have  heretofore  been  allowed  in  the  tax-  albwed  in 

ation  of  costs  between  party  and  party  in  country  causes,  *^Y°  ^^■"••^ 

are,  hereafter,  to  be  allowed  in  the  taxation  of  costs  be*  causes, 
tween  party  and  party  in  town  causes. 

CXXII.  If  upon  the  hearing  of  any  cause,  petition.  Court  may 

or  motion,  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  any  pleading,  p^rt^pSd- 

petition,  or  affidavit  which  has  not  been  referred  for  ingsirajMropcr, 

impertinence,  or  any  part  of  any  such  pleading,  petition,  3^17  length,  or 

or  affidavit,  is  improper  or  of  unnecessary  lenirth.  the  ^^^  '^  *?  **>« 
ry,  111  111...  taxing  Master 

Court  may  either  declare  such  pieadmg,  petition,  or  to  distinguish. 

affidavit,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  be  improper  or  of  un- 
necessary length,  or  may  direct  the  taxing  master  to 
look  into  such  pleading,  petition,  or  affidavit,  and  dis- 
tinguish what  parts  or  part  thereof  are  or  is  improper 
or  of  unnecessary  length,  and  may  direct  the  taxing 
master  to  ascertain  the  costs  occasioned  to  any  party  by 
such  parts  or  part  thereof  as,  in  the  one  case,  may  have 
been  declared  to  be,  and  in  the  other  case  may  have 
been  distinguished  as  being,  improper,  or  of  unnecessary  As  to  the 
length,  and  may  make  such  order  as  is  just  for  the  pay-  ^^*  ^^^ ' 
ment,  set-off,  or  other  allowance  of  such  costs. 

CXXIII.  Upon  interlocutory  applications,  where  the  Upon  inter- 
Court  deems  it  proper  to  award  costs  to  either  party,  app"licaSon 

the 
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Court  raay  ^ 
award  sum  in 
gross  for  costs* 

Taxing  Mas- 
ter may  tax 
the  costs  with- 
out any  order 
of  reference, 
in  certain 
cases, 


which  are  to 
be  recoverable 
by  iubpana. 


the  Court  may,  by  the  order,  direct  payment  of  a  sum  in 
gross  in  lieu  of  taxed  costs,  and  direct  by  and  to  whom 
such  sum  in  gross  is  to  be  paid. 

CXXIV.  In  cases  where  a  bill  or  petition  is  dismissed 
with  costs,  or  a  motion  is  refused  with  costs,  or  any 
costs  are  by  any  general  or  special  order  ordered  or 
decreed  to  be  paid,  the  taxing  Master  may  tax  such 
costs  without  any  order  referring  the  same  for  taxation, 
unless  the  Court,  upon  the  application  of  the  party  al- 
leging himself  to  be  aggrieved,  prohibits  the  taxation  of 
such  costs ;  and  the  costs  to  be  certified  by  the  taxing 
Master  are  to  be  recovered  by  siibpcena. 


Costs  of  cross 
bill  of  dis- 
covery. 


CXXV.  The  costs  of  a  bill  of  discovery  filed  by  any 
Defendant  to  a  bill  for  relief  are  to  be  costs  in  the 
original  cause,  unless  the  Court  otherwise  orders. 


Affidavits  to 
be  in  the  first 
person. 


Affidavits. 

CXXVI.  All  affidavits  are  to  be  taken  and  expressed 
in  the  first  person  of  the  deponent. 


Copies  of  affi-  CXXVII.  All  copies  of  affidavits  are  to  be  ready  for 

roidy  in  forty-  delivery  within  forty-eight  hours  after  the  same  are  be- 

eigbt  hours.  spoke. 

Costs  of  affi-  CXXVIII.  Any  solicitor,  party,  or  person  filing  an 

prwsed  infiKt  affidavit  not  taken  and  expressed  in  the  first  person  of 

person  to  be  ^|,e  deponent  is  not  to  be  allowed  the  costs  of  preparinir 

disallowed.  ,  .,V            .      «:  i     ..  •             *        .•         r       . 
and  fihng  such  affidavit  m  any  taxation  of  costs. 
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Forms  ofSubpcena,  ^    ^ 

l.^To  appear  and  answer,  or  to  appear  only,  when  the  writ  is  to  be   Suhpcena  to 
served  on  ^  Defendant  [or  Defendants]  within  the  jurisdiction,     appear,  or  to 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great   nQgi^r. 
Britain  and  Ireland  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith. 

To  greeting. 

We  command  you  [and  every  of  you,  tohere  more  than  one  De- 
fendanf],  that  within  eight  days  after  the  service  of  this  writ  on  you, 
exclusive  of  the  day  of  such  service,  laying  all  other  matters  and 
excuses  aside,  you  do  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  you  in 
our  High  Court  of  Chancery  to  a  bill,  [or,  as  the  case  may  be,  an  in- 
formation, or  amended  bill,  or  information,  bill  of  revivor,  bill  of 
revivor  and  supplement,  or  supplemental  bill,]  filed  against  you  by 
[and  others,  or  another],  and  that  you  do  answer 
concerning  such  things  as  shall  then  and  there  be  alleged  against 
you,  and  observe  what  our  said  Court  shall  direct  in  this  behalf, 
upon  pain  of  an  attachment  issuing  against  your  person,  and  such 
other  process  of  contempt  as  our  said  Court  shall  award. 

Witness  ourself  at  Westminister  the  day  of 

in  the  year  of  our  reign. 

Devon. 

[77ie  following  Memorandum  to  be  placed  at  the  foot] 
Appearances  are  to  be  entered  at  the  record  and  writ  clerk's 
office  in  Chancery  Lane,  London ;  and  if  you  do  not  cause 
your  appearance  to  be  entered  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
above  writ,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  you  at  your  expense,  and  you  will  be  subject  to  an 
attachment  against  your  person,  and  such  other  process  as 
the  Court  shall  award,  and  to  such  order  or  decree  being 
made  agdnst  you  as  the  Court  shall  think  just,  upon  the 
Plaintiff's  own  showing. 


2. — To  appear  and  answer  when  the  writ  is,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  Subpeena  to 

to  be  served  on  a  Defendant  [or  Defendants]  out  of  the  juris-  appear  and 

,.    ,  answer  where 

^»*^^*^"-  served  out  of 

Victoria,  &c,  thejurisdic- 

To,  Ac  ^^^ 
We  command  you  [and  every  of  you,  where  more  than  one  De^ 
fendanf],  that  within  [insert  the  time  directed  by  the  order  giving  leave 

to 
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1845*  to  serve  the  writ  out  of  the  jurisdiction]  after  the  service  of  this  writ 
on  you,  exclusive  of  the  day  of  such  service,  laying  all  other  matters 
and  excuses  aside,  you  do  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for 
you  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery  to  a  bill  [or,  as  the  case  may  be, 
4^.]  filed  against  you  by  [and  others,  or  another] 

and  that  within  \msert  the  time  directed  by  Vie  same  order]  you  do 
put  in  your  answer  to  the  same  bill  \ory  as  the  case  may  be,  8fc^,  and 
that  you  do  answer  concerning  such  things  as  shall  then  and  there 
be  allied  against  you,  and  observe  what  our  said  Court  shall  direct 
in  this  behalf  upon  pain  of  such  process  as  oar  said  Court  shall 
award. 
Witness,  &c 

Dbvon. 

{The  following  Memorandum  to  be  placed  at  thefbot»] 
Appearances  are  to  be  entered  at  the  record  and  writ  clerk's 
office  in  Chancery  Lane,  London ;  and  if  you  do  not  cause 
your  appearance  to  be  entered  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
above  writ,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  you  at  your  expense,  and  if  you  do  not  plead,  an- 
swer, or  demur  to  the  bill,  &c.  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
above  writ,  you  wOl  be  subject  to  such  process  as  the  Court 
shall  award,  and  to  such  order  or  decree  being  made  against 
you  as  the  Court  shall  think  just,  upon  the  Plaintiff's  own 
-  showing. 


Subpoena  to       3.— Subpcena  to  appear,  when  the  writ  is,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  to 
■l^'i  ^^^  be  served  on  a  Defisndant  [or  Defendants]  out  of  the  juris- 

oot  of*^  ^^'^^^ 

dictWD.  ridona,  &c. 

To,  Ac. 
We  command  you  [and  every  of  you,  where  more  than  one  Dc^ 
fendanf],  that  within  [ins^  the  time  directed  by  the  order  giving  leave 
io  serve  the  writ  out  oftheJuristBction]  after  the  service  of  this  writ  on 
you,  exchidve  of  the  day  of  such  service,  laying  all  other  matters  and 
excuses  aside,  you  do  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  you  in 
our  High  Court  of  Chancery  to  a  bill  [or,  as  the  case  may  be,  ^r.] 
filed  agunst  you  by  [and  others,  or  another] ;  and  that 

yoa  do  answer  concerning  such  things  as  shall  then  and  there  be 
alleged  agUBsl  you,  and  obsenre  what  our  ndd  Court  shall  direct  in 
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this  belialfy  upoa  pain  of  such  process  as  our  said  Court  shall         1845. 
award. 
Witness,  &c. 

Devon. 

[T^foUowmg  Memorandum  to  be  placed  at  thejbot,] 
Appearances  are  to  be  entered  at  the  record  and  writ  clerk's 
office,  in  Chancery  Lane^  London  ;  and  if  you  do  BOt  cause 
your  appearance  to  be  entered  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
above  writ,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  you  at  your  expense,  and  you  will  be  subject  to  such 
process  as  the  Court  shall  award,  and  to  such  order  or  de- 
cree being  made  against  you,  as  the  Court  shall  think  just 
upon  the  Plaintiff's  own  showing. 


4.  —  Sul^Ksna  to  hear  Judgment.  Subpcena  to 

r,ctaria,&c,  hearjudg- 

'  ment. 

To  greeting. 

We  command  you  [and  every  of  you]  that  you  appear  before  our 
Lord  High  Chancellor  [or  before  his  Lordship  or  Honour  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  at  the  cause  may  be  set  down]  on  the  day  of 
next,  or  whenever  thereafter  a  certain  cause  now 
depending  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery  wherein  A,B,  [and  others, 
or  another,  are  or]  is  Plaintiff  [or  Plaintiffs],  and  C,  D,  [and  others, 
»  another,  are  or\  is  Defendant  [or  Defendants],  shaU  come  on  for 
hearing,  then  and  there  to  receive  and  abide  by  such  judgment  and 
decree  as  shall  then  or  thereafter  be  made  and  pronounced,  upon 
pain  of  judgment  being  pronounced  against  you  by  default. 

Witness,  &c. 

Devon. 


5. — Subpoena  for  Costs.  Subpcena  for 

Vuima,  &c.  ^^'^- 

To  greeting. 

We  command  you  [and  every  of  you]  that  you  pay  or  cause  to  be 

paid,  immediately  after  the  service  of  this  writ,  to  or  the 

bearer  of  these  presents,  L.  costs  [in  a  cause  wherein 

i.  B.  [and  others,  or  another,  are  in*]  is  Phiintiff  lor  Plaintiffi],  and 

CD. 
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C,  D.  [and  others,  or  another,  are  or]  is  Defendant  [or  Defendants, 
or  in  the  matter  of  at  the  case  may  he^  by  our  Court 

of  Chancery  adjudged  to  be  paid  by  you  the  sidd  under 

pain  of  an  attachment  issuing  agunst  your  person,  and  such  process 
for  contempt  as  the  Court  shall  award  in  default  of  such  payment. 
Witness,  &c. 

Dbton. 


Sitbpcena  to 
testify  vivd 
voce,  and 
l>efore  the 
Master. 


6. — Subpoena  to  testify  viva  voce  in  Court,  or  to  testify  before 

the  Master. 
Victoria^  &c. 

To  greeting. 

We  command  you  [and  every  of  you]  that,  laying  all  other  mat- 
ters aside,  and  notwithstanding  any  excuse,  you  personally  be  and 
appear  before  our  Lord  High  Chancellor  [or  before  his  Lordship  or 
Honour  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  before  Mr.  one 

of  the  Masters  of  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  before  E.  F,  or 
G.  H,,  Commissioners  named  in  a  Commission  issued  to  them  for 
that  purpose],  at  such  time  and  place  as  the  bearer  thereof  shall  by 
notice  in  writing  appoint,  to  testify  the  truth  according  to  your 
knowledge  in  a  certain  suit  now  depending  in  our  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  wherein  A,  B.  [and  others,  or  another,  are  or]  is  PlaintifT 
[or  Plaintiffs],  and  C,  D.  [and  others  or  another,  are  or]  is  Defendant 
[or  Defendants],  on  the  part  of  the  [in  case  of 

subpama  duces  tecum,  add,  and  that  you  then  and  there  bring  with 
you  and  produce,  &c.]     And  hereof  fail  at  your  peril. 

Witness,  &c 

Devon. 


Subpcena  ad 
test,  aud  duces 
tecum. 


7.  —  Subpcena  ad  test,  and  Subpcena  duces  tecum. 
Victoria,  &c. 

To  greeting. 

We  command  you  [and  every  of  you]  that,  laying  all  other  matters 
aside,  and  notwithstanding  any  excuse,  you  personally  be  and  appear 
before  Mr.  one  of  the  examiners  of  witnesses  in  our 

High  Court  of  Chancery,  at  his  office  in  Rolls  Yard,  Chancery  Lane, 
London,  at  such  tiroes  as  the  bearer  hereof  shall  by  notice  in  writing 
appoint,  [or  before  E.  F.  or  G,  H.  Commissioners  appointed  for  the 

examination 
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examinadoii  of  witnesses  in  our  Chancery,  at  such  times  and  places  1 845. 
as  the  bearer  hereof  shall  by  notice  in  writing  appoint,]  to  testify 
the  truth  according  to  your  knowlege  in  a  certain  cause  depending 
in  our  said  Court  of  Chancery,  wherein  A,  B.  [and  others,  or  another, 
are  or]  is  Plaintiff  [or  Plaintiffs],  and  C,  D.  [and  others,  or  another, 
are  or]  is  Defoidant  [or  Defendants],  on  the  part  of  the 
[til  case  ofnbpcena  duoet  tecum^  add,  and  that  you  then  and  there 
bring  with  you  and  produce,  &c.]  And  hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril. 
Witness,  &c 

Dbton. 

LTNDHURSTt  C 

Lanodale,  M.  R. 

Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.  C.  E. 

James  Wigram,  V.  C 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  jg^^^ 


THE  ROLLS   COURT. 


The  Marquis  of  HERTFORD  v.  Lord  LO  WTHER.      •g^  ^s- 
(Countess  Zichi/s  Case.) 

"OY  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  Sd  of  May  1827,  the  Generally, 
•^^  late  Marqub  of  Hertford  bequeathed  as  follows :  —  jq  not  ^^m 

by  a  bequest 
_     ,  _   ,  _  ^1      ,  T  11.  of  "goods  and 

*<  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Charlotte  Leopoldina,  now  chattels,"  in  a 

Countess  Emanuel  de  Zichy,  over  all  other  bequests  and  P^'^jcular 
legacies,  all  the  goods  and  chatteb^  plate,  linen,  money  at      Beouest  of 

the  bankers  or  stock  in  the  Monte  de  Milano,  linen,  horses,  J^^  chattels,  * 

carriages,  <Jr.,  I  may  die  possessed  of  at  Milan,  or  in  plate,  linen, 

Lombardy,  on  condition  she  gives  SOOO/.  sterling  to  the  bankers,  or 

Casa  d'Assicurazione,  to  make  an  annuity  for  the  life  of  ^^^  \^t)^e 

Angelica  Felicite  Borel,  (late  of  Milan,  No.  1246.  Con-  MUano,  linen, 

trada  di  Monte,  and  of  No.  S.  Rue  Provence  at  Paris,)  h^^es,  car- 

ria^es,  occ*  x 
and   may  die  pos- 
sessed of  at 
Af.'*    Hdd,  not  to  pass  Potish  certificates  and  KeapoKtan  bordereaux  (being  govern- 
inent  obligations),  there  situate,  entitling  the  bearers  to  receive  the  interest  and 
crapital  at  a  future  time.    Held  also,  that  such  securities  could  not  be  considered  as 
money  or  cash ;  and,  sdly,  that  not  having  their  locality  at  M,,  they  did  not  pass 
under  the  wordi  et  c^etera  at  M. 

Vol.  VII.  B 


184S. 


The 

Marquis  of 

Hertford 

V, 

Lord 

LOWTHBR. 
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and  that  her  husband  gives  her  power  to  hold  this  as 
her  own  separate  property.     A  codicil." 

«  Hertford.^ 

The  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  the  owner 
of  property  at  Milan  of  various  descriptions  and  of  con- 
siderable value,  the  particulars  of  which  the  Master  set 
forth  in  a  schedule  to  his  report,  and  amongst  them  he 
included  the  following  particulars :  — 

600  Polish  certificates  A,  of  300  florins  each,  with  5 
per  cent,  interest,  payable  1st  January  and  1st  July;  in 
total,  180,000  florins. 

1259  Polish  certificates  B,  of  200  florins  each,  with- 
out interest;  in  total,  251,800  florins. 

Four  certificates  of  the  Vienna  loan,  to  be  reimbursed 
\ si  January  1843,  of  370  florins  each;  in  total  1480 
florins. 

Seventeen  certificates  of  the  Vienna  loan,  1831^  tf 
500  florins  each,  nominal  capital,  without  interest ;  iu 
total,  8500  florins. 

Eight  bordereaux,  each  bearing  10  coupons  of  six 
months'  interest  of  12  ducats  and  50  grains,  relative  to 
the  Neapolitan  state  obligations. 

The  Master  found  that,  together  with  other  property 
of  various  kinds,  these  certificates  and  bordereaux  passed 
to  the  Countess  Zichy^  by  the  codicil  of  the  3d  day  of 
May\S21. 

The  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  this  report,  which 
now  came  on  for  argument. 


The 
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The  precise  nature  of  the  certificates  and  bordereaux 
did  not  appear  upon  the  report ;  but  the  Master  had 
treated  them  as  negotiable  8ecuriti^s  which  passed  by 
deli?ery.  Previous  to  judgment  being  delivered,  authen- 
ticated translations  were  obtained,  from  which  the  Court 
considered  that  they  ^*  constituted  the  bearers  the  per- 
sons entitled  to  receive,  at  future  times,  the  interest  and 
capital  to  which  the  instruments  respectively  were  the 
evidence  of  title." 


1843. 


The 

Marquis  of 

Hertford 

V, 

Lord 

LOWTHER. 


Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  ScAomberg,  in  support  of  the 
exceptions.  The  certificates  and  bordereaux  do  not 
pass  by  the  codicil.  There  are  two  rules  of  construc- 
tion which  determine  this  question.  First,  where  there 
is  a  gift  of  certain  enumerated  descriptions  of  personal 
property,  followed  by  general  words,  as  ^*  all  other 
goods  and  chattels,"  the  operation  of  the  latter  words 
is  limited  to  things  ejusdem  generis^  as  those  enumerated, 
iod  they  will  not  be  extended  to  the  general  personal 
estate.  Thus,  in  Tvaffard  v.  Berrige  (a),  money  was  held 
not  to  pass  by  the  words  ^^  all  goods,  chattels,  household 
stuff,  furniture,  and  other  things  "  in  the  testator's  house; 
the  reason  given  is  this :  —  "  for  by  the  words  other  things^ 
shall  be  intended  things  of  the  like  nature  and  species 
with  those  before  mentioned."  The  general  rule  was 
admitted  in  Hotham  v.  Sutton,  {b)  So  in  Timeweil  v. 
P»hins{c)  it  was  held  that  a  devise  of  plate,  jewels, 
linen,  household  goods,  and  coach  and  horses,  will  be 
<^ned  to  things  of  the  same  nature;  and  thatgold- 
^ths'  notes  and  bank  bills  do  not  pass  by  those 
words,  {d) 


These  certificates,  therefore,  not  being  in  the  nature  of 
^  goods,  chattels,  &c."  will  not  pass  under  this  bequest. 

^  Secondly, 
(d)  See  Sutton   v.  Sharp,  1 
Russ.  146. 


(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  SOI. 
[h)  15  Vei.  92^. 
(c)  8  Atk.  IDS. 
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The 
Marquis  of 
Hertford 

V. 

Lord 

LOWTHER. 


Secondly,  where  there  is  a  gift  of  personal  property 
in  a  given  locality,  clioses  in  action,  which  have  no 
locality,  will  not  pass,  although  the  securities  may  be 
there  situate :  the  only  exception  is,  that  of  Bank  of 
England  notes,  which  are  considered  money.  In  Chap^ 
man  v.  Hart  {a)  there  was  a  gift  of  all  the  testator's 
*^  goods  and  chattels  in  his  house  and  on  board  the 
Warwick^  (a  man-of-war).  Liord  Hardwicke  said, 
**  Undoubtedly  no  goods  and  chattels  in  the  house  can 
pass  but  such  as  were  properly  in  possession,  not  choses 
in  action^  except  Bank  notes,  which  the  Court  con- 
siders as  cash ;  for  these  words  may  certainly  extend 
farther  than  to  bare  furniture :  and  if  any  ready  money 
in  the  house  (if  not  an  extraordinary  sum,  and  just  re- 
ceived) that  would  pass.  In  the  Countess  of  AyJes^ 
bwi/s  Case  (b)  I  was  of  opinion,  that  by  devise  of  all 
things  in  a  house,  money  and  bank  notes  passed  to 
the  testator's  wife,  and  that  the  testator  meant  to  con- 
sider the  notes  as  cash :  but  bonds  do  not  pass,  not 
admitting  of  a  locality,  except  as  to  the  probate  of 
wills,"  &c. 


In  Green  v.  Symonds{c)  B.  bequeathed  to  C.  all  his 
goods,  &c.  in  his  study,  except  his  books  and  writings. 
He  gave  to  Z).  all  his  books  at  his  chambers  in  the 
Temple.  At  the  testator's  death,  there  were  in  his 
study  a  considerable  sum  of  ready  money,  securities 
for  money  and  plate ;  but  he  had  removed  the  books 
into  the  country.  One  of  the  questions  was,  whether 
C.  should  take  the  money,  securities,  &c.  which  were  in 
the  study,  or  the  furniture  only.  And  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor held,  the  money  and  plate  to  pass,  but  not  the 
securities  for  money,  as  they  were  choses  in  action. 


In 


(a)  1  Ves,  sen.  S71.     And  see 
BeU*s  Supplement^  H6. 


{b)  Amb,  68. 

(c)  iBro.  C.C.  189.  n. 
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In  Moore  v.  Moore  [a)  Lord  Thurlaw  held  that,  under 
a  bequest  of  "  all  in  Suffolk  to  R.  Af./'  a  bond,  which 
happened  to  be  at  the  testator's  house  in  Stjffblkf  did 
not  pass.  And  in  Brooke  v.  Turner  (£),  under  a  be- 
quest, of  ^*  all  the  property  over  which  the  testatrix  had 
I  disposing  power  in  and  about  her  dwelling-house,"  was 
held  to  pass  Bank  of  England  notes,  but  not  country 
bank  notes,  or  promissory  notes.  A  bequest  of  <*  all 
my  property,  of  whatever  nature,  &c.  in  Duke  Street^ 
except  a  bond  of  F.  M.,"  was  held  not  to  pass  a  bond 
from  G.  C  ;  Fkming  v.  Brook,  {c) 
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Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Tripp,  contrd.  This  is  purely 
a  question  of  intention.  The  words  *^  goods,  chattels, 
kc,**  are  quite  sufficient  to  carry  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, and  there  is  no  intention  by  the  specific  description 
of  particular  property  to  limit  the  operation  of  these 
general  words.  The  particular  enumeration  of  pro- 
perty was  introduced,  not  for  the  purpose  of  diminishing 
the  extent  of  gift,  but  from  an  anxiety  that  the  legatee 
should  take  all  property  whatever  at  Milan  ;  the  words 
rf  cetera  extend  the  gift  to  every  species  of  property  at 
that  place. 

The  bequest  is  not  confined  to  things  ejusdem  ge- 
f^.  In  Kendall  v.  Kendall  (d)  it  was  held,  that  a  bequest 
of  '*  aiU  monies,  goods,  chattels,  clothing,  &c.,  the  tes- 
tator's property  which  might  remain  after  paying  his 
funeral  charges  and  debts,"  will  pass  the  testator's  in- 
^rest  in  stock  and  money.  And  in  Arnold  v.  Arnold  {e) 
a  bequest  of  "  my  wines  and  property  in  England^*  was 
held  to  pass  the  testator's  properly  in  England  of  every 

description. 


(«)  l^.C.C.  127. 
(*)7  5inioiw,67l. 
(0  1  M.  4-  Lef.  318.    And 
•«  Coflier  v.  Sqmre^  3  Ruti.  467. 


(d)  4  Russ.  360. 

(e)  2  Afyl.  4-  jr.  365. 
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description,  including  money  in  the  funds  and  at  his 
bankers,  debts,  and  arrears  of  pension,  and  that  it  was 
not  confined  to  property  ejusdem  generis  with  wines; 
and  in  Parker  v.  Marchant  {a)  a  balance  at  the  bankers 
was  held  to  pass  under  the  words  ^*  ready  money." 
Supposing,  however,  the  operation  of  the  general  words 
to  be  limited  to  property  ejusdem  generis^  then  these 
certificates  are  of  the  same  nature  as  the  *'  money  at  the 
bankers,  and  stock  in  the  Monie  de  Milano.'* 


Secondly,  the  certificates,  which  of  themselves  give  a 
title  to  the  holder,  have  a  locality;  the  legatee  is  en- 
titled to  those  certificates,  and  having  rightful  possession 
of  those  documents,  she  will  become  entitled  to  the  money 
payable  on  them.  Here  the  legatee  has  a  condition  im- 
posed on  her  of  paying  SOOO/.,  and  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  other  property  given  by  this  codicil  will  be 
sufficient  for  that  purpose;  this  therefore  is  a  strong 
reason  for  extending  the  operation  of  the  words  of  gift^ 
if  that  be  necessary.  (A) 

Mr.  Kindersley  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


Dec,  H.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

After  the  arguments  were  concluded,  I  was  requested 
to  suspend  my  judgment,  until  the  parties  had  obtained 
authenticated  translations  of  the  instruments  in  question. 

Such  translations  have  since  been  supplied  to  me; 
the  documents  appear  to  me  to  be  evidences  of  ob- 
ligations 


Cfl)  I  r  4-  C.  (C.  C.)  290.,  and 
1  Phillips,  556. 


{b)  See  the  cases,  2  Jarman  on 
wait,  171. 
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ligations  entered  into  by  the  governments  established 
in  Poland^  Austria^  and  Naples  respectively ;  and  they 
appear  to  be  so  expressed,  as  to  constitute  the  bearers 
the  persons  entitled  to  receive,  at  future  times,  the  interests 
and  the  capitals  of  the  title  to  which  the  instruments 
respectively  are  the  evidence.  The  Master  has  treated 
them  as  negotiable  securities  which  pass  by  delivery. 

The  question  is,  whether  they  pass  by  the  words  of 
the  bequest. 

The  Master  has  considered  that  they  are  compre- 
hended within  the  true  meaning  of  the  words  ^^  goods 
and  chattels,"  and  that  the  extensive  meaning  of  these 
words  is  not  reduced  by  the  effect  of  the  words,  **  I 
may  die  possessed  of  at  Milan  or  in  Lombardy^*'  which 
follow  after  the  enumeration  of  many  particulars  which 
he  has  distinctly  named. 

From  the  words  which  are  used,  it  appears  to  me  so 
probable  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  this  lady  all 
which  he  had  at  Milan,  that,  independently  of  authority, 
I  should  have  concurred  in  the  Master's. opinion. 

But  in  Green  v.  Symonds  (a)  Lord  King  held  that  a 
giit  of  all  the  testator's  goods  and  moveables  whatsoever 
in  his  study,  except  books  and  writing,  did  pass  money 
and  plate  found  there,  but  did  not  pass  securities  for 
money,  they  being  choses  in  action. 

In  Lady  Ayksbun/s  Case  (&),  Lord  Hardwicke  held, 
that  a  gift  of  the  testator's  house  and  all  that  should  be 
in  it  at  his  death,  though  it  passed  cash  and  bank  notes, 
did  not  pass  promissory  notes  and  securities,  as  they 
were  evidence  of  title  to  things  out  of  the  house,  and  not 
to  things  in  it 

In 
(«)  1  Bro.  a  C.  129.  n.  {b)  Ambler^  68.,  11  Tm.  662. 
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In  Chapman  v.  Hart  (a)  the  dame  Judge  declared, 
that  no  securities  for  money,  nor  other  ckoses  in  action» 
passed  by  a  bequest  of  all  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
testator's  house,  or  on  board  the  ship  Warwick.  Bank 
notes  might  pass,  because  the  Court  considered  them 
as  cash. 


In  Moore  v.  Moore  (b)  Lord  Tkurlow  (as  Lord  Redes- 
dale  says  on  a  view  of  all  preceding  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject) decided,  that  a  legacy  of  *^  all  the  testator's  goods 
and  chattels  in  Suffblk^^*  did  not  pass  a  bond  which  was 
in  the  testator's  house  there. 

In  the  case  of  Fleming  v.  Brook  (c),  Lord  Redesdale 
held,  that  bonds  and  bankers'  receipts  did  not  pass  by 
a  gift  of  ^'  all  the  testator's  property,  of  whatever  nature 
or  kind  the  same  might  be  "  in  a  particular  house. 

And  in  Brooke  v.  Tttnier  (d)^  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England  held,  that  country  bank  notes,  promissory 
notes,  and  accountable  memoranda,  did  not  pass,  under 
the  description  of  "  property  of  every  sort  and  kind, 
over  which  the  testatrix  had  a  disposing  power,  in  or 
about  a  dwelling-house." 


It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  effect  of  these 
authorities  is  altered  by  the  cases  of  Kendall  v.  Ken^- 
dall  {e)j  and  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (g\  which  were  cited. 
In  Kendall  v.  Kendall  the  gift  was  not  confined  to  pro- 
perty in  any  particular  place;  and  in  Arnold  v,  Arnold  the 
gift  was  of  all  wines  and  property  in  England^  and  the 
particulars  claimed  by  the  legatees  were  found  to  be  the 
testator^s  property  in  England  at  the  time  of  his  decease. 

In 


(a)  1  Fet,  sen.  S71. 
lb)  1  Bro.  a  C.  127. 
(c)  1  Sch,  ^Lefroyj  31S. 


(rf)  7  Sim,  671. 

(e)  4  Rust.  360. 

ig)  8  MyL  4*  K.  365. 
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In  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  the  securities 
were  held  not  to  be  property  in  the  places  where  the 
securities  were,  but  choses  in  action  and  evidences  of 
property  existing  elsewhere ;  and  the  distinction  at- 
tempted to  be  made  in  this  case,  between  securities 
which  pass  by  delivery  and  those  which  require  some* 
thing  more  than  delivery,  has  not  been  observed.  Lord 
lUon  (a)  said,  that  he  did  not  know  why,  in  these  cases, 
bank  notes  were  considered  as  cash,  for  he  thought 
them  just  in  the  same  situation  as  promissory  notes  and 
secarities,  which  were  the  evidences  of  title  to  things 
out  of  the  place.  Perhaps  the  reason  might  be  founds 
b  the  common  habit  of  men  to  speak  of  Bank  notes  as 
Gash,  and  the  manifest  defeat  of  their  testamentary  in- 
tentions, which  would  be  the  effect  of  the  Court  not  so 
considering  them;  but  be  this  as  it  may,  I  consider 
myself  bound  by  authority,  and  that  choses  in  action  do 
not  pass  under  the  words  ^*  goods  and  chattels''  in  a 
particular  locality. 
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I  do  not  think  that  the  securities  can  be  considered 
as  money  or  cash,  and  the  words  "  et  cetera"  which 
were  relied  on  in  argument,  can  only  be  extended  to 
things  which  the  testator  was  possessed  of  at  Milanj  or 
in  Lombardy;  and  the  authorities  determine  that,  in 
such  cases,  choses  in  action  (except  bank  notes)  are  not 
considered  as  having  the  locality  of  the  places  where 
the  securities  are.  Being  of  opinion  that,  in  that  sense, 
the  certificates  and  bordereaux  are  choses  in  action  — 
evidences  of  title  to  property  elsewhere — I  think  that 
they  did  not  pass  by  the  codicil,  and  that  the  exception 
to  the  Master's  report  must  be  allowed. 


NoTS.  —  The  parties  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
(a)  ]  1  Vet.  C68. 
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YOUNG  V.  ENGLISH. 

TN  the  year  1835,  the  Defendant  English^  who  was 
"^  entitled  to  a  leasehold  house  and  premises  in  St. 
Jatnes^s  Street^  borrowed  800/.  from  the  Plaintiff  Yottng^ 
on  the  security  of  certain  promissory  notes,  a  warrant 
of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  and  an  agreement  that 
English  would,  at  a  future  time,  deliver  up  to  him  the 
lease  and  other  deeds  belonging  to  the  premises.  Pur- 
suant to  the  agreement,  the  lease  and  deeds  were  ac- 
tually delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  year  1837,  and 
200/.,  part  of  the  debt,  being  afterwards  paid,  the  Plain- 
tiff remained  equitable  mortgagee  of  the  premises  for 
the  sum  of  600/.  and  interest. 


able  him  to 
arrange  a  sale 
of  the  pro- 
perty.    C.  D. 
was  indebted 
to 
on  the  mort- 


The  Defendant  English  carried  on  the  business  of  an 
hotel  keeper  upon  the  premises,  and  the  Plaintiff,  being 
V°B^^b^h  *  ^'"®  ®"^  spirit  merchant,  supplied  English  with  goods, 
the  mort-  in  respect  of  which,  a  debt  became  due  to  him  in 
t^dewcoTnu  a^Jdition  to  the  mortgage.  In  1840,  the  Plaintiff  having 
C.  D.  paid  to  the  lease  and  other  deeds  as  equitable  mortgagee  for 
of  the  produce  600/.  and  interest,  and  being  also  a  creditor  of  English 

of  the  sale;       f^^.  TOods  sold  and  delivered,  the  trustees  for  the  Con- 
but  there  was  ^ 
no  evidence      servative  Club,  who  were  Defendants,  by  their  solicitors, 

applied  to  English  to  dispose  of  his  interest  in  the  lease, 

and  give  up  his  business  as  an  hotel  keeper,  in  order 


of  his  having 
made  any 
express  ap- 


fh^at'^paymen^t.  ^^^^  ^^^  house  might  be  converted  into  a  club  house ; 
Held,  that  it  and 

must  be 

understood  that  the  payment  was  made  on  the  mortgage  account,  and  that  A,  B, 
had  no  right  to  appropriate  it  to  the  trade  account. 

A  mortgagor,  wno  had  borrowed  the  title  deeds  from  an  equitable  mortgagee,  to 
enable  him  to  sell  the  property,  handed  them  to  his  solicitor,  in  order  to  complete. 
The  mortgagee  acquiescea  in  the  sale.  Held,  that  the  solicitor  had  a  lien  on  the 
deeds  for  nis  costs  of  the  transaction  only,  but  not  for  his  other  claims  for  costs 
against  the  mortgagor. 
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and  after  some  treaty,  English  agreed  to  this,  in  cod-        1843. 
sideration  of  the  sum  of  1150/.  to  be  paid  him. 

Upon  the  terms  being  agreed  to,  English  desired  the 
Defendant  Mr.  Henry  Walker^  whom  he  employed  on 
other  occasions  as  his  solicitor,  to  act  for  him  in  coQir 
pleting  the  sale.  Mr.  Walker  stated  that  he  should 
want  the  lease  and  title  deeds;  English  undertook  to 
procure  them,  and  he  accordingly  applied  to  Mr.  Farrell^ 
an  agent  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  whose  possession  the  deeds 
were,  for  a  loan  of  them  for  two  or  three  days ;  and 
the  Plaintiff  having  consented  to  lend  them  on  terms, 
they  were,  on  the  Sd  day  of  November  1840,  placed  in 
the  hands  of  English^  upon  his  signing  and  delivering 
to  Farrell  a  memorandum  dated  on  the  same  day,  and 
in  these  words:  —  *^  I  hereby  acknowledge  to  have  re- 
ceived from  you  the  different  deeds  hereafter  specified,* 
relating  to  fny  house,  the  St.  Jamei%  Royal  Hotel, 
88.  St.  Jameis  Street^  which  I  undertake  to  return  safe, 
on  or  before  Friday  next,  the  6th  of  tlie  present  No^ 
vemberJ^  At  the  foot  of  the  memorandum  was  a  list  of 
the  deeds,  and  to  the  list  was  subjoined  this  note :  — 
^  Hie  whole  of  the  above  documents  being  in .  de- 
posit with  Mr.  Young  (the  Plaintiff),  as  securities  for 
monies  advanced  to  me  (Er^lish\  and  yet  remaining 
unpaid." 

English  having  thus  obtained  the  ddeds,  carried  them 
to  Walker^  iCnd  gave  him  instructions  to  do  what  was 
necessary  for  carrying  the  sale  into  effect 

Mr.  Walker^  by  his  answer,  which  had  not  been  replied 
to,  said  positively,  that  at  the  time  when  the  deeds  were  so 
delivered  to  him,  English  did  not  inform  him,  nor  did  he 
know,  or  in  any  way  suspect,  that  the  Plaintiff,  or  any 
other  person,  had  any  equitable  or  other  mortgage  on 

the 
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184-S.        the  premises,  or  any  lien  or  claim  on  the  deeds  relating 
thereto. 

Mr.  Walker  prepared  the  abstract  of  title  from  the 
deeds,  communicated  with  the  solicitors  of  the  pur- 
chasers, and  on  the  16th  day  of  November  1840^  the 
agreement  in  writing  for  the  sale  was  settled  and  ap- 
proved. 

In  the  mean  time,  English  had  not  performed  bis 
undertaking  to  return  the  deeds  to  the  Plaintiff;  and 
having  stated  (when  he  was  applied  to  on  the  subject) 
that  he  had  delivered  them  to  Walkery  the  Plaintiff 
became  alarmed,  and  on  the  ISth  of  Navembery  Messrs. 
Wood  and  EUis^  his  solicitors,  wrote  to  Walker  as  fol- 
lows :  — "  We  find  that  Mr.  Young  has  allowed  Mr, 
Efiglish  of  the  St.  Jameses  Hotel,  to  have  the  deeds  of 
that  house,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  you,  as  his 
solicitor,  to  prepare  and  settle  an  agreement  for  the 
disposition  of  the  residue  of  the  term  therein.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  right  that  Mr.  Young  should 
have  your  acknowledgment  that  you  hold  them  for 
him,  subject  to  immediate  return  to  him  on  demand,  in 
order  that  no  doubt  or  difficulty  may  hereafter  arise,  by 
reason  of  the  special  accommodation  so  offered  to  Mr. 
English.  We  shall  be  obliged,  therefore,  by  the  receipt 
of  such  acknowledgment  and  undertaking,  in  due  form, 
at  your  earliest  convenience." 

Mr.  Walker  did  not,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  letter, 
appear  to  have  made  immediate  enquiries  into  the 
foundation  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  If  he  had  done  so, 
he  would  then,  at  least,  have  known  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  clearly  entitled  as  equitable  mortgagee,  and  that  the 
purchase-money  ought  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
hb  debt 

Instead 
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Instead  of  making  any   such  enquiry,  Mr.  Walker       1848. 
returned  a  very  unsatisfactory  answer  to  the  letter  of 
Wood  and  Ellis.     English  misrepresented  the  real  facts 
of  the  case,  and  apparently  misled  Mr.  Walker  as  well 
as  the  Plaintiff,  by   telling   the   former   that   he   had 
satisfied  the  latter.     Mr.  IValher^  notwithstanding  the 
letter  of  the  18th  of  November j  and  another  letter,  dated 
the  16th  of  NovembeTy  which  he  received  from  Wood 
and  EUiSi  proceeded  to  the  completion  of  the  agreement 
with  the  trustees  of  the  Conservative  Club,  without 
paying  any  regard   to  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff.     The 
agreement  was  engrossed  ;  it  was  executed  by  English  ; 
the  sum  of  800/.  was  paid  to  English  in  part  of  the  pur- 
diase  money,  and  the  purchasers  were  let  into  possession 
on  the  18th  day  o(  November.   By  the  agreement,  the  sum 
of  300/.,  further  part  of  the  purchase  money,  was  to  be 
paid  on  the  20th  of  January  1841,  and  the  remainder, 
being  550/.,  on  the  29th  of  September  1841,  and  Mr. 
Walker  sxffieA  an  undertaking  to  deliver  up  the  title  deeds 
on  the  execution  of  the  assignment.     English^  notwith- 
standing his  having  misrepresented  some  of  the  facts, 
called  on  the  Plaintiff  and  paid  him  the  800/.  which  he  had 
received  as  the  first  instalment  of  the  purchase  money ; 
but  on  the  28d  of  January  1841,  English  received  the 
second  instalment  of  800/.  and  then  absconded. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  2d  of  March  1841,  and 
prayed  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to  have  a  lien 
tipon  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  for  the  amount  of  what 
is  due  to  him ;  and  that  he  might  be  declared  to  have 
been  entitled  to  apply  800/.  (part  of  the  purchase  money 
which  had  been  paid  to  him)  towards  the  discharge  of 
a  book  debt ;  that  accounts  might  be  taken  of  the  pur- 
chase money  unpaid,  and  of  what  remained  due  to  him ; 
that  the  purchasers  might  be  declared  not  to  be  en- 
titled to  a  sum  of  67/.  25.  5^.,  which  they  claimed  in 

respect 
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respect  of  rent ;  and  that  as  against  the  Plaintiff's 
claim,  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Walker^  had  not  any  lien  on 
the  lease  and  title  deeds,  for  his  general  bill  of  costs 
against  Mr.  English^  fVaUcer^  as  before  stated,  by  his 
answer,  denied  all  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  and  he 
thereby  claimed  such  a  lien  as  the  Court  should  con* 
sider  him  entitled  to.  A  replication  was  filed  to  his 
answer,  which  was  afterwards  withdrawn,  and  he  was 
examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff. 

In  January  1842,  Englis/i  became  bankrupt,  and  his 
assignees  were  brought  before  the  Court  by  supple- 
mental bill. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Bagshawe  for  the 
Plaintiff,  The  Defendant,  Walker^  who  claims  merely 
an  equity,  is  entitled  to  such  interest  only  as  English 
himself  had ;  English  had  expressly  undertaken  to  re- 
turn the  deeds,  which  in  equity  both  he  and  his  solicitor 
are  bound  to  perform.  ' Walker ^  therefore,  has  no  lien 
whatever. 

As  no  appropriation  was  made  by  English  of  the 
300/.  paid  by  him,  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  attribute 
it  to  the  trade  account  (a),  thus  leaving  the  equitable 
mortgage  undischarged. 

Mr.  Goodeve  for  Walker.  There  being  no  replication 
to  this  Defendant's  answer,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true 
in  all  its  parts,  and  the  Plaintiff  having  examined  him 
as  a  witness,  can  have  no  decree  against  him  (&),  and 
must  pay  his  costs  of  suit 

In 

(«)  See  Devaynes    v.    Noble  {h)  2  DamePt  Practice,  451.; 

{dasfUnCt  Ca$e\  1  Mer.  605,  Carter  v.  Hawley,  cited  in  Am- 
606.  bUr^  585. 
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In  Bernard  Y.  Draught  (a),  it  was  held  that  an  incum-  184S. 
braocer  negligently  leaving  title  deeds  in  the  grantor's 
possession,  a  lien  may  be  obtained  on  them  by  the 
grantor  delivering  them  to  a  solicitor.  Here  Walker 
has  obtained  a  lien,  not  only  for  the  costs  of  completing 
this  purchase,  but  for  his  other  general  business  trans-> 
acted  for  English. 

Mr.  G.  Turnery  for  the  trustees  of  the  Conservative 
Club,  clauned  to  be  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  pur- 
chase money  67/.  2s.  5d.y  being  such  portion  of  the 
gronnd  rent  due  at  Lady  Day  1841,  as  accrued  due 
before  possession  was  given  up. 

Mr.  Kindersleyt  for  the  assignees,  claimed  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  on  the  ground 
that  the  deeds  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt ;  secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
niake  the  appropriation  of  the  SOOL  which  he  con- 
tended for,  as  that  sum  formed  part  of  the  produce  of' 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  paid  in  part  discbarge  of  the  mortgage  thereon ; 
thirdly,  that  a  great  portion  of  the  purchase  money  was 
the  consideration  for  the  good  will  of  the  business,  on 
which  neither  the  Plaintiff  nor  Walker  could  have  any 
claim. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  in  reply.  It  is  not  true  that 
yoQ  cannot  have  a  decree  against  a  Defendant  whom 
you  examine  as  a  witness.  The  rule  is,  that  you 
cannot  have  a  decree  as  to  those  matters  alone  as  to 
which  you  have  examined  him.  Nightingale  v.  Dodd  (&), 
Murray  v.  Shadwell  (c),  Ellis  v.  Deane  (d) ;  besides  this, 

the 

(a)  1   MoUoy,  38.;    but    see  (b)  Amhler,SS5. 

SmUh  V.  Ckickeiter^  2  Dr.  ^  War.         (c)  2  Vet.  4-  A  401 . 
393.  (</}  3  MoUoy^  53. 
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the  Defendant  himself  requires  a  declaration  of  right 
in  order  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  his  alleged  lien. 
Hulton  V.  Sandys,  {a) 

If  Walker  has  a  lien,  it  is  limited  only  to  the  costs 
of  the  purchase.     Bhmden  v.  DesarL  {b) 


Dec.  S2.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Four  questions  are  made. 

First  The  assignees  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  re- 
maining purchase  money,  on  the  ground  that  the  deeds 
were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  For 
this  claim  there  is  no  foundation. 

Secondly.  The  Plaintiff,  being  creditor  in  respect  of 
his  mortgage  debt,  and  also  in  respect  of  a  book  debt, 
'claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  300/.,  which  he  re- 
ceived on  the  19th  oi  November  1840,  in  satisfaction  of 
the  book  debt  In  support  of  his  claim,  in  that'  respect, 
he  alleges,  that  nothing  was  said  as  to  the  application  of 
the  money  which  he  received,  and  he  insists,  that  in  the 
absence  of  express  direction,  he  has  a  right  to  make  the 
application  most  beneficial  to  himself.  But  it  appears 
to  me,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  that  English 
paid  this  money  only  in  respect  of  the  Plaintiff's  right  to 
the  mortgage,  and  that  it  must,  from  the  circumstances, 
be  understood,  that  English  meant  the  payment  to  be 
applied  towards  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage. 

Thirdly.  The  purchasers  claim  to  be  entitled  to 
deduct  from  the  purchase  money  the  sum  of  67/.  25.  5^/., 
being  such  portion  of  the  ground  rent  due  at  Lady  Day 

184), 
[a)  Youfige,  602.  (6)  S  Dr.  i  War,  405. 
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1841,  as  accrued  due  before  possession  was  given  up.         1843. 
The  agreement  however  affords  no  foundation  for  this 
claim,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  be  sustained. 

Fourthly.  Mr.  Walker  claims  to  have  a  lien  on  the 
deeds,  not  only  for  the  costs  of  completing  the  purchase, 
bat  also  for  a  general  bill  of  costs,  which  he  states  that 
he  has  against  English. 

The  replication  to  bis  answer  was  withdrawn,  and 
the  Plaintiff  has  examined  him  as  a  witness.  The  con- 
seqoeoce  of  which  is,  that  his  answer  must  be  taken  to 
be  trae,«and  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  him  his  costs  of  the 
caosei  He  has  further  contended,  that  he  is  entitled  to 
have  his  claim  allowed  to  its  fullest  extent;  but  any 
question  on  the  subject  is,  in  this  case,  precluded  by 
the  form  of  the  answer,  in  which  Mr.  Walker  says  that 
he  claims  such  a  lien  as  the  Court  shall  consider  him 
entitled  to ;  and^having  considered  what  he  is  entitled  to» 
I  am  of  opinion  that  his  lien  extends  only  to  the  costs 
incurred  in  completing  the  purchase  for  which  the  deeds 
were  placed  in  his  hands. 

The  Plaintiff  is  now  seeking  the  benefit  of  the  pur- 
chase in  which  he  acquiesced  from  the  beginning,  and 
he  cannot  have  the  remaining  purchase  money  without 
P&ying  to  Mr.  Walker  the  proper  costs  of  the  transaction 
by  which  it  was  made  available ;  but  to  extend  the  lien 
further,  would  be  to  allow  Mr.  Walker  to  profit  by  the 
fi^ud  of  his  own  client,  and  that,  in  a  case  where  a  little 
proper  attention  on  his  own  part,  would  have  procured 
him  full  information  of  all  the  circumstances.  I  think 
that  Mr.  Walker  li  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the  suit,  only 
because  the  Plaintiff  has  thought  proper  to  examine  him 
fts  a  witness. 
Vol.  VII.  C  Mr. 
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184S.  Mr.  Walker  alleging  that  the  purchase  money  to  be 

paid  by  the  club  was  in  part  for  the  relinquishment  by 
English  of  his  business  as  an  hotel  keeper,  has  endea- 
voured to  resist  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  on  the  ground  that 
his  lien  extends  only  to  so  much  of  the  purchase  money 
as  ought  to  be  attributed  to  the  leasehold  interest  in  the 
premises ;  but  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case^  I  am  of 
opinion  that  no  such  distinction  can  be  maintained. 

An  account  must  be  taken  of  what  remains  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  on  his  mortgage ;  and  in  taking  the  account 
credit  must  be  given  for  the  sum  of  SOO/.  paid  on  the 
1 9th  of  Naoanber  1 840.  An  account  must  also  be  taken 
of  what  remains  due  from  the  trustees  of  the  Conser- 
vative Club  for  the  purchase  money.  The  costs  of  the 
suit  and  the  costs  of  Mr.  Walker  in  completing  the  pur- 
chase must  be  taxed :  what  is  due  to  the  trustees  and 
Mr.  Walker  must  be  paid  ;  the  residue  must  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff  towards  satisfaction  of  his  mortgage ;  and 
on  such  payment,  Mr.  Walker  must  deliver  up  the 
deeds  to  the  trustees  of  the  club. 
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1843. 


The  BARNSLEY  Canal  Company  v.  TWIBELL.        Ma^  ii. 

Nov.  17,  18. 


1844> 

HE  case  came  twice  before  the  Court :  in  the  first      jan,  is. 


T 

"**   instance,  to  obtain,  and  on  the  second  to  dissolve,  a  canal  com- 
sn  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant,  his  solicitor,  &c.,  P^"A'  ^.^f.  . 
firom  appearing  or  producing  any  evidence  before  a  jury  its  Act,  to  pur- 
which  had  been  summoned,  under  a  canal  act,  to  assess  ^h^Vthe^^  ' 
the  coropensatioo  for  the  coal  which  was  required  to  be  safety  of  the 
kft  unworked  for  the  safety  of  the  canal.  to  be  lett  un- 

Mrorked.    The 
purchase  of 
By  an  act  passed  in  the  thirty-third  year  of  the  reign  part  was  de- 

^George  III.  (a),  the  company  were  incorporated,  for  the  '"^  ^ndi\n 

purpose  of  making  a  canal  from  the  river  Colder  to  or  the  meantime 

near  to  the   town  of  Bamslei/j  in  Yorkshire^  with  the  been^nted 

nsoal  powers  to  take  and  hold  land ;  and,  in  order  to  by  the  owner 

fix  the  price  which  was  to  be  paid  by  the  company  for  worker.   The 

any  lands  which  they  should  i*equire,  in  case  the  com-  company  pur- 

pany  and  the  owners  should  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  terest  of  the 

of  purdiase-money,  commissioners  were  appointed,  who  J^^^^Yhe  coal 

were  to  call  a  meeting  and  decide  all  such  differences,  worker  was 

also  entitled 
upo'l  to  compensa- 
(a)  53  O.3.  e.  110.  tion. 

No  equity 
on  be  founded  on  an  allegation  that  a  court  legally  constituted  is  not  properly  com« 
Pfteat  to  decide  questions  within  its  jurisdiction ;  and  where  the  legislature  has 
pen  jurisdiction  to  a  court  provided  by  the  act,  and  has  made  its  decision  final, 
if  any  inconvenience  arises  from  the  legal  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  legislature 
alone  can  supply  a  remedy. 

A  canal  act  provided,  that  in  case  the  company  and  the  coal  owner  could  not 
agree  as  to  the  amount  of  compensation  for  the  coal  taken  for  the  purposes  of  the 
canal,  it  should  be  settled  by  a  jury  summoned  by  the  commbsioners,  whose  verdict 
^w**  to  be  conclusive,  and  should  not  be  removed,  by  certiorari  or  other  process 
^i»ite?er,  into  any  of  the  courts  of  record  at  Weitmintter^  or  any  other  court."  A 
bill  was  filed,  prayins  an  injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  before  a  jur}',  on  the 
S^nd  that  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  no  compensation,  and  that  the  special 
jutiidiction  provided  by  the  act  was  not  so  constituted  as  to  be  likely  to  come  to  a 
pa  conclusion.  Held,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  if  the 
Mendant  was  entitled  to  any  compensation,  the  amount  of  which  had  to  be  ascer- 
^ed ;  but  whether  this  Court  had  any  jurisdiction  to  interfere  in  the  matter,  if  it 
bad  clearly  appeared  that  Uie  Defendant  was  entitled  to  no  compensatioD,  qwere. 

C  2 
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.The 
Barnsley 
p  Canal 
Company 

V, 
TWIBELL. 


upon  being  requested  to  do  so  either  by  the  company 
or  by  the  owners  of  the  land ;  and,  if  either  of  the  par- 
ties refused  to  submit  to  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sioners, they  were  empowered  to  issue  a  warrant  to  the 
sheriflF  of  the  county  of  York,  commanding  him  to  em- 
pannel  a  jury  to  assess  the  amount  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  by  the  company ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  should  he  conclusive  j  and  should  not  be 
remcmedy  by  certiorari  or  other  process  whatever^  into  any 
of  the  Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster ,  or  any  other  Cotart. 
By  the  fortieth  section  it  was  declared,  that  the  act  was 
not  to  prejudice  or  affect  the  right  of  the  lord  of  any 
manor,  or  any  other  owner,  to  the  minerals  under  any 
of  the  land  taken  by  the  company ;  but  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  them  (subject  to  the  restrictions  thereinafter 
contained)  to  work  and  get  the  minerals,  not  thereby  in- 
juring, prejudicing,  or  obstructing  the  said  canal. 


The  Plaintiffs  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  the 
workings :  and  it  was  further  enacted,  that  ^^  if  the 
owner  or  worker,  owners  or  workers  of  any  coal  or 
other  mine  or  mines  should,  in  pursuing  such  mine  or 
mines,  work  so  near,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  com- 
pany of  proprietors,  to  the  said  intended  canal,  as  to 
endanger  or  damage  the  same,  or,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
said  owner  or  worker,  owners  or  workers  of  the  said 
mine  or  mines,  to  endanger  or  damage  the  further  work- 
ing thereof,  then,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 
pany of  proprietors  to  treat  and  agree  with  the  owner 
or  worker,  owners  or  workers,  for  all  such  coal  or  other 
minerals  as  might  be  near  or  under  the  said  intended 
canal^  as  should  be  thought  proper  to  be  left  for  the 
security  or  preservation  of  the  said  intended  canal,  or 
other  works,  or  mine  or  mines  as  aforesaid."  And  in 
case  the  company  and  the  worker  of  any  such  mine 
could  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  of  compensation,  it 


was 
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was  to  be  settled  by  a  jury,  as  before  mentioned ;  and, 
upon  payment  of  the  money,  the  owner  or  worker  of 
such  mine  was  to  be  perpetually  restrained  from  work- 
ing such  mine  within  those  limits. 

The  canal  had  been  long  completed,  and  passed  for 
495  yards  through  the  estate  of  Mr.  Beaumont^  in  the 
township  of  Barugh.  The  land  itself  under  which  it 
passed  was  purchased  by  the  Plaintiffs  many  years  ago; 
but  by  the  canal  act  above  referred  to,  the  coal  mines  and 
the  coals  under  the  canal  were  reserved  to  the  owners, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  who  were  to  be  at  liberty  to 
work  the  mines  so  as  not  to  injure  the  canal. 

The  Plaintifis  did  not  point  out  what  quantity  of  coal 
they  required  to  be  left  for  the  safety  of  the  canal,  nor 
did  they  take  any  steps  to  ascertain  the  compensation 
payable  in  respect  thereof 

In  this  state  of  things,  in  the  year  18S0,  Mr.  Beatir^ 
nont,  the  then  owner  of  the  coal  in  this  place,  agreed 
to  let  to  Frank  Burton  and  the  Defendant  all  the  coal 
00  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  canal,  on  the  one 
side  up  to  the  canal,  and  on  the  other  side  up  to  the 
canal  and  towing-path,  at  a  certain  rent,  and  under  an 
obligation,  on  the  part  of  the  lessees,  to  work  a  certain 
quantity  annually.  Burton  and  the  Defendant  thereby 
Acquired  an  interest  in  the  coal  comprised  in  the  lease, 
^d  which  interest  afterwards  became  vested  in  the  De- 
fendant alone. 


1843. 


In  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  workings  in  1839, 
Mr.  BrakenridgCj  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Beaumont^  re- 
quested the  Plaintiffs  to  state  what  reservation  of  coal  they 
desired  to  have  made  for  the  safety  of  their  canal.  This 
request  was  often  repeated  by  Mr.  Brakenridge^  and  in 

C  S  February 
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1843.  February  1840,  the  Defendant  gave  notice  to  the  Plam- 
^■^^V"^^  tiffs,  that  he  was  willing  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for 
Barnslet  such  coal  as  they  might  require  to  be  left  for  the  security 
^/^  and  preservation  of  the  canal. 

o. 
TwiBBLL.  ^j.^  Beaumont  was  entitled  to  the  coal  under  the  canal 
and  towing-path  absolutely,  but  he  was  not  so  entitled 
to  the  coal  under  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and 
towing-path ;  for  as  to  that,  the  Defendant  Mr.  TuA^ 
bell  had,  under  his  lease  or  agreement,  a  right  to  get 
it,  upon  paying  Mr.  Beaumont  the  due  consideration. 

The  Plaintiffs,  on  the  9th  of  March  1840,  informed 
Mr.  Brakenridge  that  they  were  advised  to  purchase 
from  Mr.  Beaumont^  coal  to  the  extent  of  eight  yards  in 
breadth,  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and  towing-path.  At 
this  time  the  Plaintiffs  seemed  to  have  supposed  that 
all  the  coal  which  they  might  require  to  be  left  for  the 
safety  of  the  canal  had  been  reserved  out  of  the  De« 
fendant's  lease;  but  this  being  explnined,  by  a  letter  of 
Mr.  Brakenridge^  dated  on  the  same  9th  of  March  1840, 
the  Plaintiffs  afterwards,  on  the  11th  of  March  1840, 
served  the  Defendant  with  a  notice,  not  to  work  the  coal 
within  eight  yards  of  either  side  of  the  canal  and  towing- 
path,  and  required  him  to  state  his  claim,  if  he  had  any, 
to  compensation. 

The  Defendant,  in  August  1840,  stated  the  sum  of 
551/:,  as  the  amount  of  his  claim  to  compensation,  and 
the  Plaintiffs,  with  full  knowledge  of  this  claim  of  the 
Defendant,  treated  separately  with  Mr.  Beaumont  for  a 
settlement  of  his  claim,  and,  after  long  delay,  the  interest 
of  Mr.  Beaumont  in  the  coal  under  the  canal  and  towing- 
path,  and  under  the  eight  yards  on  each  side  of  them, 
was  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the 
sum  of  756L 

It 
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It  was  in  dispute,  but,  from  the  evidence^  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  sum  of  756/.  did  not  include 
any  compensation  to  which  the  Defendant  was  entitled 
iD  respect  of  his  claim ;  that  it  was  not  so  intended  by 
Mr.  Beaumontf  or  Mr.  Brakenridge  who  acted  for  him, 
and  that  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  so  under- 
stood by  the  Haintifi^,  or  by  Mr.  Fcljanibe  who  acted  for 
them.  On  the  contrary,  it  i^peared  that  the  Plaintiffi 
made  their  bargain  with  Mr.  Beaumont^  with  full  know- 
ledge that  the  Defendant's  claim  was  outstanding  and 
unaffected  by  their  arrangement  with  Mr.  Beaumont. 


1843. 


The  Phuntifis,  though  fully  aware  of  the  Defendant's 
daim,  made  frequent  attempts  to  postpone  and  evade 
the  consideration  of  it;  but  at  length  the  Defendant 
succeeded  in  bringing  the  matter  before  the  commis- 
rioners  under  the  act  of  parliament,  with  the  view  of 
procuring  the  proper  steps  to  be  taken  to  ascertain,  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  ac^  the  amount  of  the  com- 
pensation which  might  be  due  to  him. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  8th  o(  May  1848,  praying 
a  declaration  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
any  compensation^  and  that  he  might  be  restrained  from 
proceeding  to  take  any  steps  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
tabing  the  amount  of  such  compensation. 

On  the  11th  of  Mm^  1848  the  case  was  brought 
forward  on  an  application  for  an  injunction ;  but  the  evi- 
dence being  then  imperfect,  and  one  of  the  parties  re- 
fusing to  consent  to  an  arrangement  which  would  leave 
the  matter  in  statu  quo  until  the  case  could  be  brought 
before  the  Court  in  a  more  perfect  form  — 


The  Masteb  of  the  Roixs  granted  the  injunction, 

giving  liberty  to  apply  to  dissolve  it,  and  imposing  on 

C4  the 
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the  Plaintiffs  the  terms  that  the  Defendant  should  not 
be  prejudiced,  incase  he  should  be  ultimately  allowed 
to  proceed. 


On  the  17th  of  November  1843  the  Defendant  moved 
to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The  effect  of  the  argument 
on  the  motion  for  the  injunction,  and  on  the  motion 
to  dissolve,  is  stated  together. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  in  support  of  the  motion  for  an  injunction* 
and  in  opposition  to  the  motion  to  dissolve  it. 

The  whole  of  the  coal  has  been  purchased  by  the 
company  from  Beaumont,  and  fully  paid  for ;  the  De- 
fendant, therefore,  who  is  Beaumonfs  lessee,  has  no 
right  to  any  compensation.  After  the  passing  of  the 
act  of  parliament,  whoever  took  from  Beaumonl,  took 
subject  to  the  rights  conferred  on  the  Plaintiffs  by  that 
act;  thenceforward,  Beaumont  could  only  demise  sub- 
ject to  the  rights  of  the  company ;  and  it  was  not  compe- 
tent for  him  to  create  new  and  additional  interests 
which  would  prejudice  or  defeat  the  rights  of  the  com- 
pany. The  Defendant  insists,  that  the  company  are 
bound  to  pay,  not  only  the  full  value  of  the  coal  as  lying 
in  the  seam,  but  also,  in  addition,  the  value  which  he  might 
make  by  workinir  it ;  the  act,  however,  directs  compen- 
sation for  the  eoal  only,  and  not  for  any  profits  to  be 
made  firom  the  sale  of  it,  after  it  has  been  removed  from 
the  mine.  If  the  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to  compen- 
sation, the  commissioners  have  no  right  to  summon  a 
jury.     As  to  Martin  v.  Porter  {a\  which  will  be  relied 


on. 


(a)  5  Mee.SF  WeU.35U 
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on,  Par^  Justice,  in  a  caase  of  Wood  v.  Mortsaood^  lately 
tried  at  I^rbtfy  held,  that  the  principle  of  that  case  only 
applied  to  cases,  where  the  party  taking  the  coal  had 
no  title  at  all. 

Secondly,  The  constraction  and  nature  of  the  juris- 
diction appointed  by  the  act  for  determining  the  question 
of  compensation,  renders  it  quite  incompetent  to  deter- 
mine the  difficult  questions  of  law  arising  in  this  case. 
Here  the  commissioners,  mere  country  gentlemen,  are 
to  preside  and  direct  a  jury  in  matters  of  law,  to  [lay 
down  to  them  the  construction  of  this  act  of  parlia- 
ment, and  the  law  of  the  case  as  regards  the  Defend- 
ant's right  to  compensation,  the  effect  of  the  absolute 
purchase  from  Beaumont^  and  of  the  Defendant's 
laches  in  not  prosecuting  his  claim  until  after  payment 
to  Beaumont.  These  are  not  matters  which  it  was  ever 
intended  that  the  commissioners  and  jury  should  decide ; 
and  where  the  remedy  to  be  obtained  from  another  juris- 
diction is  incomplete,  this  Court  will  assume  jurisdic- 
tion, (a)  The  damage  which  may  be  sustained  by  the 
Flaintifis  will  be  irremediable,  in  case  the  trial  pro- 
ceeds; for  whatever  errors  in  law  may  be  committed, 
the  Plaintiffs  will  be  left  without  redress.  On  that 
ground,  at  all  events,  this  Court  ought  to  interfere,  and 
prevent  the  proceedings  going  on  until  it  sees  that  com- 
plete justice  can  be  done  to  the  Plaintiffs. 


1843. 
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Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Glasse  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Defendant  is  entitled  to  a  valuable  interest,  under 
his  lease  from  Mr.  Beawnont.    If,  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  Plaintifi&  he  is  deprived  of  that  interest,  he  is  en- 
titled to  some  compensation  for  his  loss,  and  which  com- 
pensation 

(a)  RedesdaU,  ll£. 
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pensation  is  to  be  determined  by  a  jury  in  the  way  pointed 
out  by  the  act.  The  act  of  parliament  passed  so  long 
back  as  the  year  179S,  and  the  Plaintiffs  have  postponed 
and  neglected  availing  themselves  of  the  powers,  given 
to  them  by  that  act,  of  purchasing  the  coal  in  question : 
they  are  therefore  liable  to  pay  compensation  for  every 
pTisting  interest,  though  it  may  have  arisen  in  the  in- 
terval. 


The  payment  was  made  to  Mr.  Beaumont  after  notioe 
of  the  Defendant's  rights :  no  payment  to  him  could  pre- 
judice the  rights  of  the  Defendant ;  and  the  compensa- 
tion was,  in  fact,  made  in  respects  of  Beaumonfs  interest 
only :  TtmbelTs  interest  was  not  induded^in  the  amount, 
and  has  never  been  paid  for. 


The  Plainti£&  have  no  right  to  complain  of  the  im- 
perfection of  the  special  tribunal,  appointed  by  their 
own  act,  for  finaUy  determining  the  questions  between 
them  and  the  owners,  for  they  themselves  have  selected' 
it  This  is  an  attempt  to  evade  the  act,  and  to  with- 
draw the  consideration  of  the  question  from  the  only 
tribunal  which  has  complete  jurisdiction  to  deddew  If 
there  be  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question, 
according  to  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  act,  then  the 
whole  proceeding  will  be  a  nullity,  and  no  injury  will  be 
done  to  the  Plaintiffi;  for  where  a  limited  tribunal  takes 
upon  itself  to  exercise  a  jurisdiction  which  does  not  be- 
long to  it,  its  decisi(m  amounts  to  nothing  and  does  not 
create  any  necessi^  for  an  appeal ;  The  Attorney- 
General  v.  Lord  Hoiham  (a) ;  but  by  staying  the  trial, 
the  question  will  be  excluded. 

7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  modern  to  dissolve 

the  injunction,  reserved  his  judgment 

The 
(a)  Tum.^Bmi.n9. 
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The  following  cases  w^re  also  cited :  Jlie  Queen  v.  The 
Bristol  and  Exeter  BaUxDoy  Company  (a),  Martin  v.  Ptwr^ 
ter{b)f  Barnard  v.  WaUis  {c)y  Wjfrley  Caned  Company  v. 
Bradley  (d),  Jlie  Dudley  Canal  Company  v.  Graze* 
brook  {e\  Kemp  v.  The  I/mdon  and  Brighton  Railway 
Company  {g\  The  Clarence  Bailway  Compamf  r.  The 
Great  North  of  England  Bailway  Company  (A),  Wild  y« 
HoU.{i) 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  owners  and  workers  of  coal  in  this  township  do 
not  iqppear  ta  liave  had  any  information  as  to  their 
liabilities,  except  that  which  they  might  have  obtained 
firoiQ  the  canal  act,  which  reserved  to  the  owners  the 
liber^  of  working  the  coals,  not  thereby  injuring  the 
canaL  From  the  correspondence  which  has  been  proved 
in  this  case,  it  seems,  that  the  Plaintiflb  did  not  think 
it  incumbent  upon  them  to  point  out  what  quanti^ 
of  coal  they  required  to  be  left  for  the  safety  of  the 
canal,  but  rather  desired  the  worker  to  go  on  at  his  own 
peril,  and  either  leave  the  coal,  receiving  no  compensa- 
tion for  it,  or  run  the  hazard  of  doing  an  injury  to  the 
canal,  for  which  he  might  be  made  answerable.  If  this 
was  the  intention  of  the  Plaintiffs,  it  was  defeated  by  the 
pn>per  attrition  given  to  the  subject  by  Mr.  Broken^ 

ridge^  the  agent  of  Mr,  Beaumont. 


1844. 
Jan.  IS. 


It  was  argued,  for  the  Plaintiflk,  at  the  bar,  that  the 
Court,  which  under  the  act  is  entrusted  with  the  duty  of 

ascertaining 


(a)  1  EaUwmf  Cases,  99. 
{h)SMee.^  WeU.551. 
U)  3  Railway  Cases^  162. 


{fi)  I  Bam.  i  Ad.  59. 
Ig)  1  Rmlway  Cases,  495. 
{h)  2  BaUufay  Cases,  765. 
(f)  9  Mec.  ^  Wels.  67S. 
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ascertaining  what  satisfaction  is.  to  be  paid  to  the  coal 
worker,  is  not  so  constituted  as  to  be  likely  to  come  to  a 
just  conclusion.  But  I  agree  with  the  argument  of  the 
Defendant  on  this  point  No  equity  can  be  founded 
on  an  allegation,  that  a  Court  legally  constituted  is  not 
properly  competent  to  decide  questions  within  its  juris^ 
diction.  The  legislature  has  given  the  jurisdiction  to  the 
Court  provided  by  the  act,  and  has  made  its  decision 
final.  If  any  inconvenience  arises  from  the  legal  exer- 
cise of  the  jurisdiction,  the  legislature  alone  can  apply  a 
remedy. 


It  was  next  argued,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had,  in  fact) 
paid  the  whole  value  of  the  coal  to  Mr.  Beaumont^  and 
that  nothing  more  can  be  required  from  them.  Having, 
as  they  say,  paid  to  Mr.  Beaumont  the  full  value  of  the 
coal  in  the  bed,  they  are  under  no  obligation  to  give  to 
the  Defendant,  any  compensation  for  profit  which  he 
might  have  made  by  selling  the  coal,  which  he  intended 
to  obtain  under  his  lease ;  and  the  rather,  because  the 
act  of  parliament  informed  the  Defendant  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs' po.wers,  and  that  he  was  not  to  work  so  as  to  injure 
the  canal.  It  was  further  argued,  that  the  Court  to 
be  constituted  under  the  act,  is  only  to  try  and  determine 
the  amount  of  compensation,  in  cases  where  it  is  agreed, 
or  in  some  way  decided,  that  some  compensation  is  to  be 
paid,  and  that  the  Court  is  not  competent  to  decide  the 
question  whether  any  or  no  compensation  is  to  be  paid. 


I  consider  it  to  be  clear,  that  the  Plaintiff  are  not 
entitled  to  an  injunction,  if  the  Defendant  be  entitled  to 
any  compensation,  the  amount  of  which  has  to  be  ascer- 
tained; and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Defendant, 
under  his  lease,  had  an  interest  in  the  coal  under  the 
eight  yards  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and  towing-path : 
he  had  a  right  to  get  the  coal,  to  sell  it  for  what  he 

could, 
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coald,  paying  the  sums  which  became  due  to  Mr.  Beau* 
morU.  Upon  this  dealing  there  might  have  been  profit, 
which  he  is  prevented  from  making  by  the  notice  of  the 
Plaintifis  and  the  powers  given  to  them  by  the  act. 
The  value  of  the  coal  in  the  bed,  or  the  price  paid  to 
the  coal  owner,  can  be  no  compensation  to  the  coal 
worker  for  the  loss  of  the  interest  which  he  had  ac- 
quired. 


1844. 


The  ground  on  which  it  is  argued  that  he  should 
have  no  compensation  is,  that  when  he  took  his  lease  he 
had  notice,  or  was  informed  by  the  act  of  parliament,  tliat 
he  was  not  to  work  the  coal  so  as  to  injure  the  canal. 
But  at  the  time  when  he  took  his  lease  he  had  no 
notice  that  the  Plaintiffs  would  require  eight  yards  of 
breadth  of  coal  to  be  left  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and 
towing-path.  The  coal  under  the  canal  and  towing- 
path  was  not  comprised  in  his  lease,  and  he  had  no 
interest  in  it;  but  he  did  not  know  that  the  Plaintiffs 
would  require  more  or  less  then  eight  yards,  or  indeed 
any  breadth  of  coal  on  each  side  of  the  canal  and 
towing-path.  He  knew  that  he  was  not,  by  working  his 
coal,  to  injure  the  canal,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
did  so ;  he  also  knew  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
inspect  his  workings,  and  if  he  worked  contrary  to  the 
directions  of  the  act,  were  entitled,  at  his  expence,  to 
^niake  the  repairs  rendered  necessary  by  his  improper 
working ;  but  as  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  think  fit,  for  so 
many  years,  to  give  any  notice  as  to  the  quantity  of  coal, 
if  any,  which  they  required  to  be  left  for  the  safety  of 
the  canal,  it  does  not  appear,  why  the  Defendant  might 
not  enter  into  an  agreement  for  working  and  getting  all 
the  coal  comprised  in  his  lease. 


I  think  it  very  probable,  that  the  powers  given  by 
the  act  might  have  been  so  exercised  as  to  enable  the 

:  Plaintiffi 
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Plamti£&  to  buy  the  coal  under  the  canal  and  towing^ 
path  and  a  reasonable  distance  on  each  side  of  them, 
at  the  value  of  the  coal  in  the  bed ;  but  for  reasons  of 
their  own,  diey  probably  desired  to  delay  the  notices  as 
long  as  they  could ;  they  left  it  quite  uncertain  whether 
they  would  or  would  not  require  any  coal  to  be  left  for 
the  safety  of  the  canal,  and  I  think  that  they  cannot 
justly  complain,  of  any  rights  which  the  coal  owners  may 
have  conferred  upon  the  coal  workers,  during  the  time 
that  their  notices  were  delayed  for  their  own  conve- 
nience. Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case^  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Defendant  lawfully  acquired  an  interest 
in  the  coal  which  the  Plaintiffs  desire  to  be  left  for  the 
safety  of  the  canaL 


I  do  not  consider  what  may  be  die  value  of  that  in- 
terest, or  what  may  be  the  proper  mode  of  computing 
it  I  am  of  opini(m  that  the  Defendant  has  an  interest 
in  respect  of  which  he  is  entitled  to  receive  satisfaction, 
and  that  the  amount  of  the  satisfectioo  which  be  b  to 
receive  is  to  be  assessed  and  determined  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  act 

Under  these  drcomstances,  I  have  not  thoi^t  it 
necessary  to  give  any  o[union  upon  the  questicm  of 
jurisdiction,  in  case  it  had  dearly  appeared  Aat  die 
Defendant  was  not  entided  to  any  compensation;  andfb^ 
die  reasons  whidi  I  have  slated,  I  dissolve  the  injunction 
whkh  has  been  granted  to  restrain  the  Defendant's  pro- 
ceedings. 


On  the  application  to  dissolve  the  injunction  the  De- 
fendant had  filed  a  vast  number  of  affidavits,  thirty  in 
number,  and  it  was  objected  by  the  I^aintifi  that  an 
nnnecessary  ezpence  bad  been  incuired  by  the  De- 
fendant 
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fendant,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  filed  a  simple  de-        1844* 

marrer,  by  which  the  point  might  have  been  deter-     ^^u^"^ 

mined*  Barnslvt 

Canal 
Company 
7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  With  regard  to  the  v. 

,  ,  TWIBELL. 

affidavits,  I  do  not  think  that  parties  against  whom  an 

bjanction  is  applied  for  and  obtained,  upon  evidence  on  tiff obtain«an* 

one  side,  are  under  any  obligation  whatever  to  demur,  injunction  o 

if  by  abstaining  from  doing  so  and  by  filing  affidavits,  Defendant  if 

they  think  they  can  place  their  case  in  a  better  view  not  wrong  in 
ir        1      ^  »,.,      .        ^*.       .       ..  meeung  the 

before  the  Court     I  thmk  the  affidavits  m  this  case  case  by  affi- 

were  of  this  character ;  for  although  I  agree  with  the  ^J^^n^^dii. 

argoment  of  the  counsel  for  the  company,  that  the  real  8olve»  ak 

question  in  issue  in  the  cause  might  have  been  decided  po^^mkhtbe 

upon  demurrer ;   still,  if  an  injunction  is  applied  for  determined 

tnd  obtained  on  affidavits  on  one  side,  I  cannot  say  filing  a  ciL 

that  the  other  party  is  wrong,  in  endeavouring  to  im-  """«'• 

ptofe  his  case  by  stating  facts  on  affidavits. 


The  injunction  was  dissolved ;  and  the  Defendant  was 
to  be  placed,  as  nearly  as  possible,  in  the  same  position 
as  he  was  in  when  the  injunction  was  granted :  and  be 
was  not  to  be  obliged  to  serve  the  notices  required  by 
the  act,  or  to  begin  his  proceedings  de  naoo. 


Hon.—  The  company  appealed  firom  this  dednoD,  but  it  was 
sftnaed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  Sdd  oiJme  1844. 
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y"-*'^-  REED  V.  O'BRIEN. 

Where  a  to-  rilHE  bill  stated,  that  General  Maurice  de  Lacy^  who 


T 


18  DCT^cted,      "*■    ^^  ^^^^  ^^  Ireland,  but  had  become  domiciled  in 

the  settlor  is    Bussiaj  had  remitted  to  Ireland  several  sums  of  money, 

sary  party  to     ^^^  the  benefit  of  the  families  or  descendants  of  his  de- 

a  wit  by  the  ceased  sisters,  Johanna  (ySrien  and  Benedicta  Murphy, 
cestm  que  ^  * 

trutt  against     and  that  such  remittances  were  divided  amongst  such 

compef  itT*  ^  families  or  descendants  per  stirpes,  grandchildren  talcing 
performance,     the  place  of  and  representing  such  of  their  parents  (the 

demurrer  is      children  of  the  deceased  sisters)  as  were  dead, 
overruled,  the 

give  the  Plain-  The  bill  then  stated,  that  in  1815,  the  Defendant 
•f  di'^'rtate!*'  ^^^^9  claiming  to  be  a  relation,  went  to  Russia  to 
menu  of  the     General  De  Ijocy,  and  that  afterwards  (but  at  what 

SiduncS.  ^""^  ^^^  ^'^1  ^^^  "°^  s^^^)^  *®  Defendant  O'Brien 
received  from,  or  by  the  directions  of  the  said  General 
Maurice  de  Lacy,  divers  large  sums  of  money,  or  the 
securities  for  the  same,  which  were  afterwards  realized, 
and  the  proceeds  received  by  the  said  PatHck  O'Brien, 
in  trust  for,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  families  or 
descendants,  in  this  kingdom,  of  the  said  Mrs.  Johanna 
O'Brien  and  Mrs,  Benedicta  Murphy,  equally  and  per 
stirpes,  grandchildren  taking  in  manner  aforesaid.  That 
the  said  Patrick  O'Brien  did  not  divide  or  pay  the  same, 
or  any  part  thereof,  to  such  descendants  respectively, 
or  their  representatives,  but  retained  and  applied  the 
same  to  his  own  uses  and  purposes ;  and  that  among 
other  sums  so  received  by  Patrick  O'Brien  from  General 
Maurice  de  Lacy,  were  three  several  sums  of  50,000 
silver  roubles,  60,000  silver  roubles,  and  1931/.  145.  2d. 
sterling. 

That 
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That  ID  the  coarse  of  the  year  1817}  General  Mau-    '    1843. 

rice  De  Lacy  delivered  to  Patrick  O'Brien^  at  different 

timeS}  divers  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  the  said  sum 

of  50»000  silver  roubles,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  benefit 

aforesaid.      That  Patrick   O'Brien  accepted  the  said 

trust,  and  that  he  thereafter  falsely  represented  to  the 

said  General  Maurice  de  Lacy^  or  led  him  to  suppose, 

that  he  bad  distributed  this  sum  among  the  relations. 

That  he  accepted  the  said  trusts,  and  wrote  to  persons 

in  Irdandj  stating  that  he  had  received  the  two  last 

mentioned  sums,  on  the  trusts   and  for  the  benefit 

aforesaid. 

That  in  1818,  General  De  Lacy  delivered  to  (fBrien 
^OOO  silver  roubles,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  said  descendants  oi  Johanna  OBrien^  and  Benedicta 
i^trj^y  and  of  Mary  OBrienj  in  three  equal  shares 
fer  stirpes  as  aforesaid.  And  that  Patrick  O'Brien  also, 
about  the  same  period,  received  from  General  Maurice 
ie  Lacy,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  families 
or  descendants  of  the  sisters,  Johanna  and  Benedicta^ 
per  stirpes^  in  manner  and  proportion  as  aforesaid,  a  sum 
ofl93li  145.  2rf. 

That  in  1837,  a  part  of  the  trust  funds  was  assigned 
to  the  Plaintifis,  as  trustees  for  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
fiage  between  Charles  Nash  and  Mary  De  Lacy  his 
^ife,  who  was  one  of  the  descendants. 

The  bill  sought  to  recover  theset  sums,  and  prayed 
>n  account  of  them ;  but  neither  the  issue  of  this  mar- 
''^i  nor  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  General 
^  LoLcy^  were  made  parties  to  this  suit. 

Ilie  principal   Defendants  demurred    for   want  of 
^uity,  and,  ore  tenus^  for  want  of  parties. 
Vol.  VII.  D  Mr. 


S*  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1843.  Mn  Teed  and  Mr.  Bacon^  in  support  of  the  demurrer, 

contended,  that  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill 
shewed  a  mere  agency^  and  not  a  trust.  That  the 
General,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  bill,  had 
delivered  monies  to  the  Defendant  as  his  agent,  for  dis- 
tribution amongst  his  relations ;  but  that  this  did  not 
give  to  such  relations  the  right  of  insisting  on  its  being 
handed  over  to  them.  That  O'Brien  had  no  trust  to 
perform  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  his  duty,  at  the  utmost, 
was  to  hand  over  the  funds ;  that  for  this  he  was  account- 
able to  the  General  only,  whose  agent  he  was,  and  not  to 
the  Plaintiffs.  Acton  v.  Woodgate{a\  Petrev.Espinasse.{b) 

Secondly,  that  the  statements  were  so  vague  and  un- 
certain, that  it  was  impossible  to  ascertain  who  were  the 
persons  for  whose  benefit  the  funds  were  intended* 
Wormald  v.  De  Lide.  (c) 

Thirdly,  that  as  the  legal  personal  representatives  of 
the  General  had  a  right  to  insist  that  the  Defendant 
was  merely  an  agent,  and  as  they  would  become  en- 
titled to  the  fund,  in  case  of  failure  or  uncertainty  of 
the  objects,  such  representatives,  and  also  the  issue  of 
the  marriage  of  Charles  Nash  and  his  wife  (who  were 
the  cestuis  que  trust  of  the  Plaintifl&)  were  necessary 
parties  to  this  suit 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Anderson  in  support  of 

the  bill.     The  bill  expressly  states  that  the  Defendant 

received  the  money  as  trustee,  and  accepted  the  trust ; 

this  statement  cannot,  on  demurrer,  be  contested.     The 

case  is  not  one  of  agency ;  it  is  a  trust  executed,  which 

requires  no  aid  of  this  Court  to  complete.     M^Fadden  v. 

Jenkyns.  {d) 

Secondly, 

(a)  2  Mifl.  4*  K.  49S.  {d)  1  Hare^  4S8.»  and  1  Phil. 

\b)  Ib.A96.  155. 

(c)  3  Beav.  18. 
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Secondly,  the  Coort  will  take  st^  to  aaoertain  the       184S* 
class  of  objects ;  and  it  has  often  taken  upon  itself  the 
performance  of  trusts,  where  there  have  been  gpfis  to  a 
dass  equally  uncertain  as  the  present 

The  representatives  of  the  settlor  are  not  necessary 
parties,  for,  from  the  moment  the  gift  became  irre- 
vocable, the  donor's  interest  ceased. 

Mr.  Teed  in  reply. 

Wheailetf  v.  Purr  (a),  CoBinson  v.  Pattridc  (&),  Bill  r. 
Cwreton  (^),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  look  at  the 
authorities  before  he  decided  the  demurrer  for  want  of 

equity. 

As  to  the  objection  for  want  of  parties,  he  said  that  if 
the  bill,  on»the  whole,  contained  an  allegation  of  a  valid 
trust,  then  there  wduld  be  a  cessation  of  property  in 
the  donor,  and  hb  representatives  would  not  be  neces- 
>V]r  parties.  As  to  the  issue  of  Nash  being  made  par- 
ties, it  appeared  that  a  specific  interest  in  the  properQr 
had  been  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  persons  who  had 
iK>t  been  brought  before  the  Court;  and  that  his  present 
''I'pfesaion  was,  that  they  were  necessary  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jVov.  s. 

The  bill  states,  that  General  Maurice  de  Lacj^  who 
^as  domiciled  in  Russia^  had  remitted  \o  Ireland  several 

sums 

(a)  1  Keen^  551.  (c)  8  MyL  ^  K.  503. 

(6)  S  Keen,  18S.,and  Com.2)ig. 
'•■aocryi  4  W»  #.5. 

D  S 
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1848.  sums  of  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  families  or  de- 
scendants of  his  deceased  sisters,  Johanna  &  Brief i  and 
Benedicta  Murphy^  and  that  such  remittances  were  to 
be  divided  amongst  such  &milies  or  descendants  per 
stirpes^  grandchildren  taking  in  the  place  of,  and  repre- 
senting such  of  their  parents,  the  children  of  the  de- 
ceased sisters,  as  were  dead. 

The  bill  then  states,  that  at  a  time  not  distinctly 
mentioned,  the  Defendant  Patrick  OBrien  received 
from  General  Maurice  de  Lacy  divers  large  sums  of 
money,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  families 
or  descendants  of  Johanna  CfBrien  and  Benedicta 
Murphy^  equally  and  per  stirpes^  grandchildren  tak- 
ing in  manner  aforesaid ;  and  that  among  other  sums  so 
received  were  50,000  silver  roubles  and  1931/.  145.  ^d. 
current  money  of  Great  Britain^  or  a  sum  of  Russian 
money  equal  in  value  thereto ;  and  that  the  Defendant 
Patrick  OBrien  accepted  the  said  trust,  and  repre* 
sented  to  General  Maurice  de  Lacy  that  he  had  dis- 
tributed the  money  accordingly. 

The  bill  further  states,  that  in  1818  General  Maurice 
de  Lacy  delivered  to  the  Defendant  Patrick  (yBrien 
60,000  silver  roubles,  in  trust  for  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  said  descendants  of  Johanna  GBrien  and  Benedicta 
Murphy^  and  of  Mary  GBrien^  in  three  equal  shares  j)fr 
stirpes  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the  Defendant  Patrick 
CfBrien  also,  about  the  same  period,  received  from  or 
by  the  directions  of  General  Maurice  de  Lacy^  in  trust 
for  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  families  or  descendants  of 
the  sisters  Johanna  and  Benedicta  per  stirpes^  in  manner 
and  proportions  aforesaid,  a  sum  of  1931/.  145.  U. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  Defendant  Patrick  O'Brien 
accepted  the  said  trusts,  and  wrote  to  certain  persons 

in 
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in  Ireland^  statiog  that  lie  had  received  the  two  last-  1843. 
mentioned  sums,  on  the  trusts  and  for  the  benefit  afore^ 
saidy  and  that  he  placed  with  Sir  321  Tietruy  a  large 
part  of  the  trust  monies,  and  that  the  said  Sir  M.  Tiemey 
accepted  and  received  the  same  with  knowledge  of  the 
trusts,  and  afterwards  invested  2558/.,  part  thereof,  in 
the  purchase  of  S^  per  cent,  annuities. 


These  allegations  are  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  the 
demurrer ;  but  it  is  argued,  that  although  a  trust  be 
stated,  yet,  taking  the  statements  of  the  alleged  trust, 
together  with  the  context  of  the  bill,  it  appears,  that  the 
real  transaction  meant  to  be  alleged  was  a  mere  agenqr, 
and  not  a  trust  to  be  executed  in  this  Court,  and, 
further,  that  if  it  be  a  trust,  the  nature  and  purposes  are 
stated  with  so  much  uncertainty,  as  to  make  it  unfit 
for  thb  Court  to  entertain  the  suit. 

There  is,  indeed,  a  considerable,  and  perhaps  an  in- 
tended ambiguity  in  the  statements  of  the  bill;  but,  on 
carefully  reading  the  whole,  and  being,  I  confess,  unable 
to  understand  why  some  of  the  statements  are  intro- 
duced, I  cannot  say  that  there  is  any  thing  irreconcile- 
able  with  the  distinct  allegations  of  trust;  and  if  a  trust 
should  ultimately  be  established,  I  think  that  the  nature 
and  objects  of  it  are  not  stated  with  such  vagueness  and 
uncertainty  as  to  make  ft  impracticable  for  the  Court  to 
execute  it  The  statements  are  indeed  not  satisfactorily 
made,  and  they  are  such,  as  to  make  it  probable  that 
there  may  be  ^eat,  if  not  insuperable,  difficulties  in 
establishing  the  case  alleged  by  the  Plaintifis;  but, 
taking  the  allegations  as  they  stand  admitted  on  thb 
occasion,  I  think  that  the  demurrer  for  want  of  equity 
must  be  overruled. 

D  S  The 
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184S.  The  Defendants  demurred  ore  tenus  for  want  of  par- 

ties,  and  stated  several  objections.  Having  regBLvd  to 
the  allegations  of  the  bill,  I  do  not  think,  that  as  the 
case  is  now  stated,  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
General  de  Lacy  b  a  necessary  party.  Bat  the  Plain- 
tiffs are^nly  assignees  of  a  share  once  vested  in  Johanna 
Pierce,  in  trust  for  persons  who  are  not  parties;  and  it 
does  not  appear  to  me,  that  the  suit  can  proceed  in  the 
absence  of  these  cestuis  que  trust. 

The  trusts  are  alleged  to  have  been  created  in  or 
about  1817  or  1818,  for  the  benefit  of  the  families  or 
descendants  of  the  sisters  of  General  de  Lactf. 

Johanna  O'Brien^  one  of  the  sisters,  died  before  1795, 
leaving  a  daughter  Johanna  Pierce^  who  died  in  1821, 
leaving  children.  Johanna  Pierce  was  living  in  1818, 
and,  according  to  the  statement  in  the  bill,  was  entitled 
to  a  share  of  the  trust  funds,  and  upon  her  death,  this 
share  would  pass  to  her  legal  personal  representative. 

Mary  de  Lacy  Pierce  was  one  of  the  children  of 
Johanna  Pierce.  In  April  18S6,  she  married  Charles 
Nashj  and  in  April  1837,  it  is  alleged,  that  a  deed  was 
executed,  whereby  John  Fitzmaurice  Pierce  (the  surviv- 
ing husband  of  Johanna  Pierce),  and  other  persons,  as- 
signed to  the  Plaintiff  (fConnor  and  George  Pierce  a 
share  of  the  60,000  silver  roubles,  part  of  the  alleged 
trust  funds,  in  trust  solely  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage 
of  Charles  Nash  and  Mary  de  Lacy  Pierce.  Such,  at 
least,  appears  to  me  to  be  the  efiect  of  the  statement  of 
this  deed  which  is  in  the  bill ;  but  the  statement  is  in 
itself  not  only  ambiguous,  but  so  made,  as  to  throw  some 
doubt  upon  the  nature  of  the  principal  trust  alleged  in 
the  bill. 
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It  is  subsequently  alleged,  that  John  Pierce  (meaning,        1848» 
I  presume,  John  Fitzmaurice  Pierce)  became  the  legal 
personal  representative  of  his  deceased  wife  Johanna^ 
and  that  by  a  subsequent  deed,  the  PlaintiiF  Beed  was 
substituted  as  a  trustee  for  George  Pierce. 

This  bill  is  filed  by  Beed  and  O^Connor^  the  trustees 
of  the  post-nuptial  settlement  of  ^(OuA  and  his  wife;  and 
it  bemg  stated  that  the  settlement  is  made  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  it  is  said,  that  there 
is  issue  of  the  marr|age;  but  they  are  not  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  they  may  file  a  bill  against  these  Defendants 
in  respect  of  the  same  matters,  after  an  adjudication  in 
this  suit  in  their  absence.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion, 
that  they  must  be  made  parties  before  the  cause  can 
proceed. 

Allow  the  demurrer  ore  ienus  for  want  of  parties  with- 
out costs,  and  let  the  Plaintifis  have  leave  to  amend. 

I  wish  to  add,  that  the  frame  of  this  bill  is  such,  that 
having  thought  it  right  to  overrule  the  demurrer  for 
want  of  equity,  I  must  nevertheless  refuse  to  the  Plain- 
tifis  the  costs  of  that  demurrer. 


D  4 
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184S. 

^'ov.z.  BLISS  V.  PUTNAM. 


i4.  A,  being  TJNDER  the  will  of  a  testator,  who  died  in  18S8, 
fegacy,  and  John  C.  Putnam  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  a 

being  indebted  njoietv  of  the  testotor's  residuary  estate, 
to  C.  D^bya^  ^ 

deed  which 

thatTw^  J(?A»  C  Putnam^  being,  together  with  his  copartner, 

*<unincuni-       indebted  to   Messrs.   Wild   and   Co.    in    the  sum  of 

s^ned  i^to  C.  ^O^Oi,    executed    an    indenture,    dated   in  September 

JD.  upon  trust,  1838,  and  thereby,  after  reciting  the  will,  and  that  he 

moiety,  and      bad  proposed  to  pay  2500/.  to  Messrs.  Wild  in  dis- 

as  to  the  re-  charge  of  his  individual  liability,  and  that  he  had  repre- 
sidue  m  trust  °  "^  ^ 

for  A. B.  The  sented,  that  his  "  life  interest  was  not  then  incumbered" 

Coir  aVd  *"^  ^^^  proposed  to  secure  the  2500L  as  after  men- 
liable  to  le-  tioned,  John  C.  Putnam  assigned  to  Messrs.  Wild  all 
^eld  first,  ^^®  interest,  &c.  thereafter  to  arise  from  one  moiety 
that  C.  I>*s  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  upon  trust  to  retain  a 


bear  Its  share    moiety  of  the  monies  received  by  them,  until  25002. 

of  the  legacy     should  be  paid,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  monies  in 

duty;  and,  '^ 

secondly,  that  trust  for  John  C.  Putnam. 

C,  D.  was  not 

entitled,  as  •  •    • 

against  A.  B.\      John  C.  Putnam  died  in  July  1840 ;  his  interest  there* 

costs  of  the       "P^°  ceased,  and  it  was  found  that  the  moiety  of  his 

proceedings  to  portion  of  the  income  was  insuflScient  to  discharge  the 
clear  and  as-  ,      ,_,         ,    ,  »     r^  j  i  i 

certain  the        2500/.     The  whole  was  m  Court,  and  legacy  duty,  at 

fund  and  ob-     ^|^g  ^ate  of  3  per  cent.,  was  payable  on  the  amount, 
tain  ptiyraent.  ^  .  , 

Messrs.  Wild  and  Co.  had  incurred  the  costs  of  a  petition 

presented  by  them,  and  of  certain  proceedings  before  the 
Master  to  inquire  what  was  due  under  the  deed,  and 
what  portion  of  the  fund  in  Court  had  arisen  from  in- 
come accruing  after  the  date  of  the  deed. 

A  petition 
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A  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  executors  of       1848. 
John  C.  Putnam  for  payment  to  them  of  the  money  in 
Court,  after  providing  for  the  claim  of  Wild  and  Co. 

The  questions  were,  first,  whether  the  moiety  to 
which  Messrs.  Wild  were  entitled,  was  to  bear  its  share 
of  the  legacy  duty;  and,  secondly,  whether  Messrs. 
WiUPs  costs  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  portion  of  the 
fund  belonging  to  the  executors  of  John  C.  Putnam. 

Mr.  Kinderdnf  and  Mr.  GoodevCf  for  the  executors  of 
John  C.  Putnam. 

Mr.  Tumer  and  Mr.  Stevens^  for  Messrs.  Wild  and 
Co.  contended,  that  as  John  C.  Putnam  had  represented 
his  life  estate  to  be  unincumbered^  and  had  agreed  to 
assign  an  unincumbered  moiety,  his  share  ought  to  bear 
the  whole  amount  of  the  duty;  and,  secondly,  that 
Messrs.  Wild  were  entitled  to  the  costs  incurred  in  ob- 
taining the  fund,  especially  as  they  were  to  some  extent 
trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done  as  to  the  legacy 
duty  and  the  costs.  The  legacy  duty  being  a  government 
charge  on  the  fund,  does  not,  I  think,  come  within  the 
view  of  the  parties  under  the  word  **  incumbrance." 
It  appears,  therefore,  to  me  that  the  legacy  duty  is  pay- 
able out  of  the  whole  fund. 

As  to  the  costs,  I  expected  some  authority  would 
have  been  cited.  If  none  can  be  found,  my  impression 
is,  that  the  second  moiety  is  not  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs,  because  by  the  deed  it  is  made  the 
property  of  John  C.  Putnam  himself.  Each  party  must 
bear  his  own  costs. 
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1843. 

Decs.  NICHOLLS  r.  STRETTON. 

A.  oD  being      ¥N  Jmmmry  1838,  the  Plamtiff  took  die  Defimdanl  as 

^J^^^^-  ^  an  artkrled  clerk  for  fire  yean  witbootpremiom.     At 

not  to  be  coo-  the  same  time,  an  indoitare  was  executed  between  tbem^ 

of  J?.*scliei^  whereby  the  Defiendant  coTenanted  that  he  woald  not, 

and  to  forfeit    dorinir  the  said  term  of  five  vears,  nor  at  any  time  after 
lOOl  for  anj  ^  '  . 

the  expiration  oT  soch  term,  either  directly  or  indirectly. 


^^^^J**"^   interfere,  or  intermeddle  with,  or  be  concerned,  as  ati>* 
Mtediacoo-    tomey,  agent,  or  otherwise,  (or  any  person  who  had 


^lll"^^]^  ali^ady  been,  or  who  shoald,  from  time  to  time  there- 
He^  ^  after,  become  or  be  the  client  or  correspondent  in  bosi- 
ness  of  or  with  the  Plaintiff  or  any  partner  or  partners 
be  m%ht  admit  to  a  share  or  shares  with  him,  or  any 
person  or  persons  to  whom  he  might  sdl  or  ass^n 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  his  bosiness  or  ptofia&iou  of 
aHofney,  solicitor,  and  conveyancer.  And  that  be  the 
Defendant  wtxild  not  act  as  panna-*  derlu  or  assistant 
with  or  to  any  person  or  persons  who  should  interfere 
or  intermeddle  as  afonesaid.  And  in  case  the  Defendant 
dionld  commit  any  bieach  or  breaches  of  hb  said  core- 
nantSk  promises*  tfid  jtgieementsi,  be  shoiiid  forfeit  and 
pay,  as  and  fcr  liqmdated  duMges  the  smn  of  lOQl.  fbr 
e««nr  swch  hrv^cii.  And  i:  was  thereby  dedaied,  thai 
«m1i  dsy^s  rqpctiuon  or  ccntiaDance  of  any  latetfefcnue 
or  intenneddlii^^  as  afbresaid.  shooU  be  deemed  a  fiesh 
bnsach  of  corensnu  and  inoar  a  new  azid  jiepsnte  penalty 
sad  i^t  of  acdon.  Prorided  nnyftfaeftess  that  the 
ssane  cwensnt  wws  noc  to  nudxi  cbe  Drfendant  finm 
htiag  naKOHgd  in  badness  far  any  of  the  oonBDecDoos 
of  dK  said  DdettdasL  w^  w^L  dmi^  Ids  iniio- 
cfieais  ef  the  FlaiaKiK  and  bemjg  oq 

the 


Strstton. 
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the  bocks  of  the  FIainti£P,  admitted  by  him  to  have        184S. 
been  so  introduced  by  the  said  Defendant    And  it  was     ^^"^'^^^^ 
thereby  expressly  declared,  that  it  was  the  true  intent  v. 

and  meaning  of  the  now  stating  deed  and  of  the  said 
articles  of  clerkshipi  that  the  Plaintiff  should  not  be 
obliged  to  continue  the  said  Charles  Marstan  Siretlon  in 
his  service,  against  his  will,  during  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  said  term  of  five  years,  but  that  the  said 
Defendant  should  and  woold,  notwithstanding  the  said 
articles  of  clerkship,  at  any  time  quit  the  service  of  the 
FlaindflT,  on  receiving  from  the  Plaintiff  one  week's  no- 
tice in  writing  so  to  do,  the  Plaintiff  thereby  agreeing 
to  assign  the  said  articles  of  clerkship  to  such  other 
attorney  as  the  Defendant  might,  in  such  case,  require, 
but  such  assignment  of  the  said  articles  of  clerkship, 
was  not  to  affect  or  invalidate  the  covenants,  promises, 
and  agreements  therein  contained. 

At  the  expiration  of  the  articles  in  1843,  the  Defend- 
ant left  the  Plaintiff  and  was  admitted  an  attorney. 

The  Plaintiff,  finding  that  the  Defendant  transacted 
business  for  some  country  solicitors  who  had  been  his 
clients  and  connections^  filed  this  bill,  praying  that  the 
Defendant  might  be  perpetually  restrained  by  injunction 
from  interfering  or  intermeddling  with,  or  being  con* 
cemed,  as  an  attorney,  agent,  or  otherwise,  for  any  client 
or  correspondent  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  partners,  in  the  Plaintiff's  business  of  an  attorney, 
solicitor,  or  conveyancer. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction  in  the 
terms  of  the  prayer. 


4i 
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1843.  Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  ^MbcGoodeve^  for  the  Plain- 

^^V^^^    tiff,  relied  on  Whittaher  v.  Hcnoe.  la) 

NiCHOLLS  ^    ' 

V. 

SxaBTTON.        i^p  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  iicgw,  for  the  Defendant. 

The  covenant  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  so  oppres- 
sive in  its  nature,  that  this  Court,  if  asked,  would  not 
interfere  and  direct  specific  performance,  but  would 
leave  the  Plaintiff  to  his  action  for  damages.  If  so,  it 
should  not  grant  the  injunction.  The  Defendant  was 
liable  to  be  turned  away  at  a  week's  notice,  and  yet,  by 
the  strict  terms  of  the  deed,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  ceased 
to  be  employed  by  a  client  before  the  Defendant  was 
born,  and  such  client  never  intended  to  employ  the 
Plamtiff  again,  still  the  Defendant  was  to  be  precluded 
from  being  concerned  for  him,  and  no  injury  might  be 
done  to  the  Plaintiff.  It  might  be  most  detrimental  to 
third  parties  to  prevent  the  Defendant  acting  for  them. 

The  deed  was  never  executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  mutuality. 


Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh^  in  reply. 

The  Mast£R  of  the  Rolls. 

In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  where  an  injunction  is  asked 
to  restrain  a  party  from  exercising  his  professional  em- 
ployment, the  Court  has  always  had  some  reluctance  in 
acting,  for  not  only  is  it,  to  some  extent,  a  restriction  on 
trade,  but  it  may  also  have  the  effect  of  depriving  third 
parties  of  the  services  of  those  in  whom  alone  they  may 

have 


(/i)  3  Beavan^  3S5.  And  see 
Davit  V.  Mtuon^  5  Term  R, 
lis.;  Hitchcock  v.  Coker^  6  Ado/. 
4"  EL  458.;  Archer  v.  Manh^ 
id.  959,;   Homer  v.    Graves,  7 


Bing,  135. ;  Proctor  v.  Sargent^ 
2  AT.  4-  Gr.  20.;  Ward.  v.  Byme^ 
S  Mee.  4r  W.  548. ;  Hinde  v. 
Gray^  1  Afan.  ^  G.  195. ;  Waiiis 
V.  Day,  2  Mee,  4*  IV.  273. 
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have  confidence.    The  question  has  arisen  not  only  in        1843. 
the  case  of  solicitors,  but  in  that  of  medical  men.    There     T^^^^""^^ 

rilCHOLLS 

was  a  case  before  Lord  Eldon^  of  a  medical  man  who  v. 

had  covenanted  not  to  be  employed  for  certain  persons, 
and  those  persons  being  taken  ill,  it  was  a  case  of  great 
hardship  to  say  that  he  should  not  attend  them.  It  must 
be  admitted  that  this  Court  cannot  interfere  in  these 
cases  without  the  possibility  of  injury  to  third  parties. 
That  difficulty,  however,  has  been  passed  over,  and  the 
Court  has  repeatedly  exercised  its  jurisdiction  in  cases 
of  this  nature. 

It  is  no  answer  to  say,  in  this  case,  that  the  client 
would  not  have  employed  the  PlaintiiF  in  the  particular 
case  referred  to.  Any  interference  with  his  clients  was 
one  of  the  very  things  which  the  Plainti£^  when  he 
took  the  Defendant  into  his  office,  was  desirous  of 
guarding  agudst 

I  do  not  see  any  ground  on  which  I  can  say  that  this 
is  a  contract  which  this  Court  will  not  enforce.  The 
perseverance  of  Streitan  in  acting  in  this  manner  and  in 
availing  himself  of  the  introduction  he  accidentally  ac- 
quired in  the  Plaintiff's  office,  has  made  this  application 
necessary.  I  must  grant  this  injunction ;  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  as  to  the  terms  in  which  it  should  be  expressed. 


Nora.  —  An  appeal  wai  presented,  and  a  case  was  directed  to  a 
coyrt  of  law. 
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18iS. 


^-  2/  BACON  V.  BARNETT. 

Dec,  5. 

The  Serjeant-    ri^HE  Defendant  obtained  time  to  answer  on  the 

tiS^'JS  ^"°^  ^^  *®  ^^^^  ^'"^^^  ^^  December  1 888  (a)  con- 

tforpuf  «<?rf        senting  to  a  seijeant-at-arms. 

laniguidus. 
There  being 

ground  for  i^hg  Defendant  bavinir  neglected  to  put  in  his  answer, 

beheving  that  o      o  r 

the  latter  part  the  serjeant-at-arms  went  against  him   on   the  7th  of 

of  the  return     JSTaoember,  and  on  the  16th  of  November  he  returned  in 

was  untrue,  ' 

the  Court         effect,  cepi  corpus  sed  languiduSf  and  that  he  could  not 

the  seij^u     ^  brought  up  without  danger, 
at-arms 

the  Defendant       ^^*  ^*  ^'  Itf^ssell  now  moved  that  the  seijeant»at- 

up  on  a  given   grms  might  bring  the  Defendant  up.     The  application 

should,  on  the  was  supported  by  affidavits  tending  to  shqjMr,  that,  at  the 

previous  day,    ^^^^  ^f  ^j^^  return,  the  Defendant  was  in  health,  and 

shew  cause  to  ' 

the  contrary,     following  his  usual  occupations  and  pleasures.     He  cited 

Af/fe5  V.  Lingham.  {b) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

That  affidavit  may  be  true ;  yet  we  all  know  health 
to  be  so  precarious,  that  it  is  possible,  that  to  bring 
him  up  at  the  present  moment  might  be  attended  with . 
the  risk  of  his  life.  The  order  I  shall  make  is  that  the 
serjeant-at-arms  do  bring  him  to  the  bar  on  the  6th  of 
December,  unless  on  the  5th  of  December  he  shews  cause 
to  the  contrary. 


Dec,  5.  The  Defendant  having  put  in  his  answer, 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  his  discharge  upon 
payment  of  all  the  costs  of  the  proceedings. 

(a)  Ordmei  Can.  50.  {b)  7  Vet,  230. 
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1845. 

THOMAS  V.  THOMAS.  i>ec.  7. 

MR.  P/GG02T  moved,  under  the  2d  Order  of  the  5°^^  ^\^^ 
Order  of  the 
11th  of  April  1842(a)  as  amended  by  the  Slat  iijhor April 

Order  of  the  26th  of  Oclober  1842  (i),  that  Mr.  R.  G.  a  Com^omi- 

solicitor   of  this  Honourable  Court   not  towards   the  natettbe 

cause,  might  be  appointed  by  this  Court,  guardian  of  JelnSitr 

the  above-named  Defendant  J(^n  Thomas^  an  infant,  and  usually 

appoints  the 


under  the  age  ojF  twenty-one  years,  for  the  purpose  of  gofidtor  of 

puttinir  in  his  answer.  *h®  tuitorB* 

^        ®  fund. 

The  infant  had  appeared. 

The  Masteji  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  makes  the  appointment,  and  usually  ap- 
points Mr.  Johnson  the  solicitor  of  the  suitors'  fund.  I 
will  make  the  appointment,  and  a  communication  will 
then  be  made  to  the  gentleman  named  in  the  notice 
of  motion. 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  197.  [b)  Ord.  Can.  219. 
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184S. 

Dec.  7.  ALCOCK  V.  SLOPER. 

Motion  in  a      T  TNDER  the  decree  in  the  original  cause  certain 
suftX^  deeds  had  been  deposited  in  the  Master's  office ; 

poflit  docu-  others,  relating  to  the  same  matter,  had  not  been  de- 
ments with  .    , 

the  Master,  in  posited, 
whose  office 

mentthad  A  supplemental  bill  having  been  filed, 

been  deposited 

in  the  original 

suit,  instead  Mr.  KindersUy  moved  for  the  production  of  the  do- 

wriTclerkf       cuments  mentioned  in  the  answer,  and  asked  that  they 

though  un-       might  be  deposited   in  the   Master's   oflSce  with   the 

refused/  other  documents  instead  of  being  deposited  with    the 

Record  and  Writ  Clerk. 

Mr.  Pernberton  Leighj  for  the  Defendant,  consented^ 
but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  objected  to  a  departure 
from  the  usual  practice,  and  he  refused  the  application. 
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1848. 

H AVERGAL  v.  HARRISON.  i)«?.  1 1, 12. 

^T^HE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1800,  bequeathed  Bequest  to  A. 
^   as  follows :  «*  I  will  and  bequeath  unto  my  beloved  £  dSrfor  ^ 
wife  Mary  Wtliis  all  my  worldly  effects,  stock  in  trade,  her  brother 
goods  and  chattels  of  every  description  unto  me  be-  andtbetes- 
longing,  and  at  my  beloved  wife's  departure  for  her  ^^*  ^^ 
brother  and  sister j  and  my  brothers  and  sister j  to  have  sister  equally. 
equal  share  of  all  my  stock,  goods  and  chattels."  the  wUM^hrl 

one  broker 
At  the  time  of  making  his  will  the  testator  had  three  SSStor""^ 

brothers  and  one  sister,  of  whom  one  brother  only  had  three 

.     .    ,  •  brothers  and 

sumved  the  testator.  one  sister. 

Held,  that  this 

was  not  a  gift 

At  the  date  of  the  will  his  wife  had  one  brother  and  to  an  unascer- 

one  sister,  of  whom  the  sister  alone  survived.  |[^^"^  ^^^ 

brothers  and 

The  testator  died  in  1832,  and  his  widow  survived  atthedate^f 

till  1839.     Under  these  circumstances  the  question  was,  the  will. 

whether  the  brothers  and  sisters  took  in  classes,  so  that  gonal  estat^ 

the  survivors  took  the  whole  residue,  or  whether  by  the  Jji®  ^^'^  Jt 

death  of  four  of  them  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  terms  of  the 

four-sixths  lapsed.  ^\^!^'" 

bate ;  but  if, 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Jeiiois,  for  the  Plain-  of  the  original, 

tiffs,  the  next  of  kin,  contended,  that  this  was  a  gift  to  a  doubt  exists 

°  as  to  the  ao- 

the  individuals  answering  the  description  at  the  date  of  curacy  of  the 

the  will,  and  not  a  gift  to  a  class  to  be  ascertained  at  ^Je  CouiT^^' 

the  death  of  the  testator.     That  if  he  had  intended  a  will  give  an 

fluctuating  body,  he  would  have  used  the  words  "  bro-  J^^^^g  pSrues 

thersand  sisters'*  in  both  instances.     They  insisted  to  apply  to 

therefore  that  four-sixths  were  undisposed  of  and  had  tical  Court  to 

lapsed  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next  of  kin.  *^' "  "S**^- 

Vol.  VII.  E  Mr. 
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184S.  Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Craig  for  the  personal  lepre- 

^^^^^^     sentadves  of  the  widow. 

Harbison.  ^  Kinderdey,  eontriu  The  testator  intended  a  class 
to  be  ascertained  at  a  future  period.  The  words  in  the 
original  will  are  her  brothers  and  sister.  This  did  not 
answer  the  state  of  her  fiunily,  for  she  had  bat  <Hie 
brother :  the  Court  must  act  on  the  original  docoment^ 
and  not  on  the  probate,  which  is  incorrect. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  bound  by  the  probate,  but  i^  on  the  productioQ 
of  the  original  will,  a  doubt  exists  as  to  the  accnraqf  of  the 
probate  copy,  this  Court  will  give  an  opportnni^  to  the 
parties  to  apply  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  set  it  ri{^3 

Ev^i  if  the  words  were  **  brother  and  sister  "  still  it 
would  be  plain  that  the  intaition  of  the  testator  was  that 
all  should  take,  and  all  brothers  and  sisters  would  have 
been  let  in  under  those  words. 

Mr.  Pembertm  Leigh  in  reply.  The  testator  most 
clearly  have  meant  the  individuals ;  his  parents  appear 
to  have  been  married  in  1755^  and  his  mother  had  died 
in  1773. 

Finer  v.  Francis(a)j  ShtUltaoorth  v.  Grams(H 
Knight  V.  Goidd  (c),  were  cited. 

The  Mastu  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  is  this,  —  whether  the  testator,  in 

the  use  of  a  general  description,  has  meant  it  to  apply  to 

persons 

(fl)  9  Cox^  190.  Hmnum  t.  Arruoa,  1  Rwm.  4 

(»)  4  AtyL  ^  Cy.  55.  M.  72. 

(e)  aifyL4'X.S95.;  andsee 
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persons  capable  of  being  enumerated  at  the  timci  or  to 
persons  who  might  afterwards  come  into  ezistefioe  and 
conld  not  therefinre  be  enumerated  till  the  death  of  the 
testator.  His  wife  had  one  sister,  andhehadonerister: 
it  is  therefore  di£Scult  to  suppose  that  he  could  have 
meant  any  other  than  the  sister  of  himself  and  the  sister 
of  his  wife ;  for  if  he  intended  to  comprise  persons  not 
capable  of  bong  enumerated  at  that  time,  and  perscms 
capable  of  increase  or  decrease  it  is  inconceivable  that 
he  should  have  used  the  words  in  the  raigular  number, 
and  eauctly  applicable  to  the  ezistmg  state  of  things. 


St 


1845. 


If  he  meant  by  this  description  to  enumerate  the  two 
particular  sisters,  how  can  we  conceive,  that,  as  to  the 
brothers,  he  meant  to  comprise  persons  not  then  in 
eaustence,  and  who  might  afterwards  come  into  esse  f 

I  have  a  strong  impression  that  there  is  a  descripHo 
penonanm  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  wilL 

I  think  that  the  singular  word  ^sister**  shews  that  he 
did  not  intend  a  class  incapable  of  being  ascertained  at 
the  time,  but  individuals  who  could  be  then  enumerated. 
I  will  consider  my  judgment 


TTie  Master  cf  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  the  case  of  Sftuttkwmih  v.  Oreaoes^  and 
do  not  find  in  it  any  reason  for  altering  the  opinion 
which  I  expressed  yesterday.  The  words  ^'  all  and 
every  my  brothers  and  sisters,"  which  were  used  by  the  * 
testator  in  that  cause,  were  comprehensive  enough  to 
include  persons  not  capable  of  designation  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  and  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  the  de- 

E  2  signation 


IIm»19. 
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1B4S.       signation  of  any  particular  person ;  there  were  words 

^^V^^     creatiog  a  tenancy  in  common,  and  a  limitation  to  ex* 

V.  ecutorsy  administrators,  .and  assigns;  and  the  question 

Harrison*    ^eems  to  have  turned,  partly  upon  those  words  and 

partly  upon  the  limitation. 

In  this  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  use  of  the 
word  *^  sister "  in  the  singular  number  can  only  apply 
to  the  sister  of  his  wife,  and  his  own  sister  then  in  being, 
and  that,  consequently,  as  to  them,  there  was  a  designalio 
personarunu  The  word  *^  brothers,"  supposing  it  to 
have  been  used  in  the  plural  number  in  both  cases, 
would  have  admitted  of  a  more  comprehensive  constmo- 
tion ;  and,  in  one  case,  it  was  not  accordant  with  the 
fact  as  now  ascertained  to  have  been  then  existing.  It 
creates  some  ambiguity,  but  not  enough  tp  overweigh 
the  effect  of  the  word  "  sister."  It  seems  in  the  highest 
d^ree  improbable  that  the  testator  sliould  have  meant 
to  designate  the  sisters  personally,  and  have  meant  an 
unascertained  and  unknown  class  of  persons  by  the 
word  "  brothers  "  in  the  same  clause. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  brothers  and  sisters  living 
at  the  date  of  the  will  were  the  legatees,  and  that  the 
shares  of  such  of  them  as  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime 
lapsed  and  now  belong  to  the  next  of  kin. 
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1844. 


LADY  HARTLAND  v.  ATCHERLEY.  JSm.ii. 

^HE  Defendant  Lord  HarHand  was,  in  1836,  found  I' »  no*  ^e 

lunatic  by  inquisition  in  Ireland^  and  Dennis  Mohan  the  Court  to 

was  appointed  committee  of  his  person  and  estate.  Lord  *PP^i°'  *  . 
'^  .  ,  person  rcti- 

Hartland  and  his  committee  were  resident  m  Ireland.      dent  abrotd 

tobeguardtaa 

Mr.  W0  H.  Clarke  moved,  that  Dennis  Mahon  might      A.  was 

be  assigned  guardian  of  Lord  Harttand  to  answer  this  Iq /,wJ^  ^ 

bill^  and  defend  the  suit    He  stated,  that  the  usual  "°^ '?'][?!. 

course  to  obtain  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  committee 

to  a  lunatic  Defendant  was,  to  present  a  petition  of  Jfnrf'^diMt* 

course  for  a  commission  to  assign  a  guardian ;  but  he  to  a  suit  in 

argued  that  the  Court  might  dispense  with  a  commission,  ^^^^^ 

as  in  the  case  of  an  infant  resident  abroad,  {a)  *'  was  made  that 

B,  might  be 
appointed 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  it  was  not  the  ?V*][*^"?,*f, 

practice  of  the  Court  to  appoint  a  person  resident  abroad  that  the  pro* 

to  be  ffoardian,  as  the  Court  would  have  no  power  to  P^  course 

^  .  .       was  to  get  the 

compel  obedience  to  its  orders;   that,  unless  the  in-  Irith comm^ 

terests  of  the  committee  and  lunatic  were  inconsbtent,  [q^^]^^ 

they  ought  to  answer  together ;   that  here  the  parties  under  the 

might  get  the  inquisition  recorded  in  England  under  ,.41]  a,id* 

the  act  (i),  and  then  the  lunatic  and  committee  could  ^^  ^^^  ^« 
.  lunatic  and 

answer  together.  committee  to 

answer  toge* 

{a)  See  Smiik  ▼.  Pdmer,  3     DnnU  v.  Vuuie,2  F.  ^  C,  (C.  C.)  ^^* 
Beawm^  10.;    SkulUewortk   ▼.     524. 
SkMeworlh^     S    Hart,    147.;         (*)  1  Fr.4.r.«5.#.41. 
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1844. 


Jan.  11.  ROBEY  V.  WHITEWOOD. 

The  1  W.  4,     npHE  Defendant  was  committed  for  contempt  in  not 

Ride' 17 'does  answering,  (a)     He  put  in  his  answer,  but  being 

not  authorize   too  poor  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  contempt,  it  was  moved 

order  that  the  ^^  ^^  behalf,  that  it  might  be  ordered,  under  the  Can- 

?^^*^^  tempt  Act  (i),  that  the  Defendant's  costs  of  contempt 

tempt  for  not   might  be  made  costs  in  the  cause,  and  that  the  Defend- 

Md'iJ^o^       ant  might  forthwith  be  discharged  without  payment  of 

too  poor  to      costs. 

pay  them, 

may  be  ooits 

in  the  came.         Mr.  Teed^  in  support  of  the  application,  referred  to 

the  1  W.4i*  c.  86.  5. 15.  rule  17.,  by  which  it  is  enacted 

'^  that  in  any  other  case  of  a  commitment  for  contempt, 

not  herein  specially  provided  for,  the  Court  may,  upon 

any  such  application  as  last  aforesaid,  or  upon  any 

such  report  as  aforesaid,  make  such  order  for  the  dis« 

charge  of  the  prisoner,  upon  any  such  terms,  and 

making,  if  the  Court  shall  see  fit,  any  costs  in  the 

cause,  as  to  the  Court  shall  seem  proper.'* 

Mr.  Shdbeare^  corUrd^  was  not  heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  I  can  make  this  order,  the  effect  of 
which  may  be,  to  make  the  Plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  the 
Defendant's  contempt.  I  doubt  whether  the  seventeenth 
rule  of  the  act  gives  authority  to  the  Court :  it  provides 
only  for  '^  any  other  case  of  a  commitment  for  contempt 
not  herein  specially  provided  for ;"  and  the  act  contains 
this  very  humane  provision,  that  the  prison  shall  be 

visited 
,  (a)  5  Beao.  509.  (b)  1  W.  4.  r.36. 
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visited  by  an  officer  of  the  Court,  upon  whose  rqx)rt       1844p. 
the  Coort  may  make  provision  for  payment  of  the  costs     ^"^^^^""^^ 
of  a  party  in  contempt,  not  in  the  way  which  is  here  v. 

asked,  bot  oatof  the  •niton'  fimd.  Whitkwood. 


IRELAND  vu  EADE.  Jan.  it. 

nnmS  was  a  petition  of  die  Recdver  inthe  cause,  for  A  Receirer 
"■•   payment  of  certain  costs,  charges,  and  ezpences  p^nt  af  wt 

which  he  had  incurred*  tidon,  or 

origiiiate  pro- 
ceraingi^  in 

It  umeared  that  in  1883,  Mr.  SmaUptece  the  peti-  the  cause; 

any  necessary 
tioner  had  been  appointed  Receiver,  and  that  he  had  application 

incurred  consideraUe  expences  in  obtaining  possession  ^^^^^^ 

of  the  property,  in  consequence  of  the  violence  of  one  parties  to  the 

of  the  Defendants.      It  was  also  admitted  that  he  had  JjJ'excSS^ns 

incurred  other  costs,  charges,  and  expences  in  the  per-  to  the  rule; 

formance  of  his  duties  of  Receiver,  which  had  not  been  Receiver  had 

paid.     He  had,  in  18S4  and  afterwards,  made  various  Incurred  costo 
'  .  in  the  execu- 

applications  to  the  solicitors  of  the  parties,  requestmg  tion  of  his 

them  to  obtain  an  order  for  the  taxation,  and  some  fhJ^^'rtT^'had 

orders  had  been  made  to  that  effect,  which  however  long  neglected 

had  fiuled,  upon  technical  objection  afterwards  taken  it  was  held  ^'' 

justified  in 
presenting  a 

In  18S9,  Mr.  Davison  had  obtained  the  conduct  of  Pf'l^^'^  ^' 
'  their  pay- 

die  cause,  and  he  promised  to  make  an  application  to  ment. 

the  Court  respecting  the  petitioner's  claim ;  in  1841 

the  Receiver  had  been  discharged.      No  further  steps 

having  been  taken  to  satisfy  the  Receiver's  claim,  he 

presented  a  petition  for  the  taxation  and  payment  of  his 

posts,  charges,  and  expences. 

E  ^  Mr. 
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1844f.  Mn  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  PrescoU  WhUcy  in  support  of 

the  petition. 

Mr.  KindersUtf,  conirdf  contended  that  the  Receiver 
ought  not  to  have  presented  this  petition,  and  that  it  had 
been  done  without  any  proper  communication  with  the 
other  parties ;  he  urged  that  the  Receiver  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  it. 

Mr.  Stinton^  for  the  PUintifil 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

A  Receiver  ought  not  to  present  a  petition  or  ori- 
ginate any  proceedings  in  a  cause ;  any  necessary  ap- 
plication should  be  made  by  the  parties  to  the  suit. 
That  is  the  general  rule ;  but  thereMs  some  difficulty  in 
adhering  to  it,  and  many  exceptions  to  it  have  been  al- 
lowed. Sir  John  Leach^  however,  did  adhere  to  it  with 
considerable  strictness. 

In  this  case  the  petitioner  was  appointed  Receiver 
twelve  years  ago,  and  all  acknowledge  that  he  incurred 
costs,  charges,  and  expences  in  the  execution  of  his 
duty,  which  he  is  entitled  to  receive.  He  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  desirous  of  presenting  a  petition  of 
his  own,  and  he  carefully  and  properly  applied  to  the 
parties  to  the  suit,  in  order  that  they  might  take  pro- 
ceedings for  the  satisfaction  of  his  claim.  I  do  not  find 
that  they  were  unwilling  to  do  so;  but  unfortunately 
they  set  about  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  no  result 
to  the  Receiver.  An  order  was  even  obtained,  but  with- 
out due  service,  and  it  could  not  be  acted  on.  This  wag 
not  the  fault  of  Mx.\Davisonj  who  had  not  the  conduct 
of  the  cause  till  18S9.  Though  he  knew  of  these  costs, 
charges,  and  expences,  and  seems  to  have  intended  to 

provide 
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provide  for  them,  yet  nothing  effectual  was  ever  done. 
The  Receiver  being  entiUed  to  costs,  chargesi  and  ex- 
pence8»  and  the  parties  having  delayed  for  ten  years  to 
provide  for  their  taxation  and  payment,  I  think  he  was 
justified  in  presenting  this  petition.  The  order  must  be 
made,  and  I,  cannot  charge  him  with  the  costs  of  the 
proceedings.  The  costs  of  all  parties  must  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  Receiver. 


ROBERTS  t».  JONES.  Jan.  at. 

TN  this  case,  the  Defendant  had  filed  a  plea;  the  A  Plaintiff 
-*"  PlaintifiF  neglected  to  set  it  down  for   argument  j^downa^ 
within  the  three  weeks,  according  to  the  exigency  of  P^**  ^°'iS|?"* 
the  85th  Order  of  the  26th  of  August  1841  (a),  in  con-  Defendant 
sequence   of  which,  it  was  "to  be  held  good  to  the  ^^for^i^^ 
same  extent,  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  a  plea  allowed  costs  of  the 

upon  argument"  SSI'lh? 

Court  de- 
Mr.  Simons  now  moved,  exparte^  that  the  PlaintifiF  make  the 
might  pay  the  costs  of  the  plea  and  suit.     He  observed  ^'^^^ 
that  this  was  like  the  case  of  a  demurrer  submitted  to 
under  similar  circumstances  ;   Catiwrighi  v.  Smiih  (i), 
Mackenzie  v.  Claridge  (c) ;  and  he  referred  to  the  91st 
Order  of  the  Sd  oi  April  1828  (^,  which  directs,  that 
on  the  allowance  of  a  plea  to  the  whole  suit,  the  Plaintiff* 
shall  pay  the  taxed  costs  of  the  plea  and  suit,  unless  the 
Plaintiff*  undertakes  to  reply,  or  the  Court  shall  think 
fit  to  make  other  order. 

The 

(a)  Ord.  Com.  175.  (c)  e  Beav,  127. 

(b)  eBew.  ISl.  {d)  Ord.  Can.  17. 
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lie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Tlie  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  notice  of  this  motion^ 
and  have  an  opportuni^  of  undertaking  to  reply.  The 
case  is  not  like  that  of  a  demurrer;  for,  notwithstanding 
the  plea  is  to  be  held  good,  still  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right 
to  reply  thereto,  and  to  go  into  evidence  to  disprove 
the  allegations  it  contains. 


Jan.  21. 


Liberty  s^ven 
es  parte  to 
amend  a  cleri- 
cal error  10  a 
demnrrer,  the 
twelve  days 
for  demurring 
not  hafing  ex- 
pired. 


RICHARDSON  v.  HASTINGS. 

11^' R.  HUBBACK  moved  ex  parte  for  leave  to  amend 
^-^  a  demurrer,  by  inserting  the  words  "  this  De- 
fendant "  for  <<  these  Defendants." 

The  twelve  days  for  demurring  had  not  expired,  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  liberty  to  make  the 
amendment,  the  Defendant  undertaking  to  amend  the 
Plaintifis'  o£Bce  copy. 


(a)  Ord,  Can.  46. 
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UPJOHN  V.  UPJOHN.  ^or.  7. 

Dec.  22. 

rpHIS  case  appears  fiilly  stated  in  the  judgment.    It  A  testatrix, 
■l   w««rgnedby  J^^^J?^ 

estate,  di- 
Mr.  Pembertcn  Leigh  and  Mr.  Prescott  White^  for  the  ««!^t^w  to 

Plainti£^  and  by  purchase  the 

other  moie^; 
and ''if  the 
Mr.Sa»o«om,Mr.ir«rf^^  Sl^ldte 

Mr.  Bagshaaoe^  Mr.  C  J.  JZxff,  Mr.  Blunty  Mr.  Kinders"  completed 
fey,  and  Mr.  Tlin^r,  for  the  seyeral  Defendants.  Slhs'Ia? 

her  death/' 

Mr.  Pembertm  Ltigh^  in  reply.  cntiSy^on  * 

certain  trusts; 
.  ,  •  •*  but  in  case 

The  cases  cited  were  on  points  not  the  subject  of  the  her  executors 

reported  decision.  J^oJir 

within  that 

purchase  it," 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  her  moiety  to 

be  sold,  and 
The  questions  in  this  cause  arise  upon  the  construe-  J^  th^"^^h 

tionof  the  will  oi  AmTocikie^  dated  the  18th  of  October  wool,  to  be 
« .-oe  l>eld  on  other 

*^^^-  trusts.    The 

will  contained 

Some  dme  before  the  date  of  the  will,  an  undivided  J^^due  of  her 

moiety  of  the  estate  in  question  had  become  vested  in  ^^^^  ^^ 

whatever 
the  testatrix,  by  descent  from  her  cousin  Ann  Burgis.  kind,  &c. 

Jnihanu  BwrlUm  Bennett  was  the  owner  of  the  other  Jhe  purchase 
•^  ^  ••  was  not 

moie^f  completed" 
withm  the 
time,  althoi^h  the  executors  ^  were  able/*  so  that  ndther  of  the  expressed  events 
happened.    Held,  first,  that  the  trusts  both  of  the  estate  and  lloo^  failed;  and, 
•ecoodlj,  that  as  bttweep  the  devisees  and  heiMit4aw,  the  latter  was  entitled  to  the 
testatrix's  moiety  of  the  estate. 
At  to  the  lif^uiity  of  the  ezecuton  in  tida  cate^  giMnv. 
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184S.        moiety,  and  the  testatrix,  contemplating  that  her  exe- 
^fTV^*^     cutors  might  be  able  to  purchase  Mn  Benneifs  moietVf 
V.  or  might  not  be  able  to  do  so  m  twelve  months,  by 

Upjohn,  j^^j.  ^jy^  jj^^^j^  dispositions  adapted  to  either  event.  If 
Mr.  Betmeti  were  disposed  to  sell  his  moiety,  she  di- 
rected her  executors  to  purchase  it;  and  if  the  purchase 
should  be  computed  within  twelve  mofUhs  after  her  death, 
she  gave  her  own  moiety  to  trustees,  in  trust,  during  the 
life  of  her  daughter  Catherine  Mary  Page^  to  pay  th^ 
rents  to  her;  and  after  her  death  she  gave  the  same 
moiety  to  her  grandson  William  George  Page  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  her 
grandson  James  Clement  Page  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ; 
and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  her  granddaughter 
Catherine  Anne  Page  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  and 
in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  her 
daughter  Catherine  Mary  Page;  and  in  default  of  such 
issue  to  her  nephew  William  Burlton  in  fee.  And  if  the 
executors  should  purchase  Mr.  Bennett's  moiety,  she 
directed  the  same  to  be  secured  and  setded,  in  the 
manner  she  had  devised  the  moiety  of  which  she  was 
then  possessed,  so  that  the  whole  might  go  and  descend 
together. 

This  was  the  disposition  she  made,  in  contemplation 
of  her  trustees  and  executors  completing  the  purchase 
of  Mr.  Bennett's  moiety  within  twelve  months  after  her 
death.  She  then  proceeded  to  provide  for  the  other 
event,  and  expressed  herself  as  follows :  <<  But  in  case 
my  said  executors  shall  not  be  ablcj  within  twelve  months 
after  my  decease,  to  purchase,  on  fair  and  equitable 
terms,  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  estate,  then  my  will 
and  mind  is,  that  they  do  sell  the  undivided  moiety  that 
I  now  possess,  for  the  most  money  that  they  can  pro- 
cure for  the  same,  and  place  the  money  arising  from 
such  sale  on  mortgage  security,  or  vest  it  in  the  public 

funds; 
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fuDds;  ahd  also  that  they  raise  llOOl.  out  of  my  per-        184S. 
sonal  estate,  and  place  it  on  the  like  security."    And     ^tT'^''^^^ 
abe  then  gave  the  uterest  of  the  sums  to  be  thus  m-  v. 

Tested,  to  her  daughter  for  life^  as  she  had  given  to  her  Uwohk. 
the  rents  of  the  whole  estate,  if  Mr.  Bennetfs  moiety . 
had  been  purchased;  and  after  the  death  of  her  daugh- 
ter, 3he  gave  the  purchase-money  and  the  1100/.  to 
her  grandson  William  Oeorge  Page^  if  then  living,  and 
he  should  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years;  but  if  he  died  under  that  age,  she  gave  the  prin- 
cipal sum  to  his  brother  James  Clement  Page  ;  and  if  he 
also  should  die  under  age  to  his  sister  Catherine  Anne 
Pagjt^  on  her  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  day 
of  marriage;  and  if  she  died  under  age  and  unmarried, 
then  she  gave  the  same  sums  to  any  other  children  her 
dai^ter  might  have,  to  be  divided  between  them 
equally,  or  if  her  daughter  died  without  children  or 
none  of  those  she  left  should  attain  twenty-one  years, 
abe  gave  the  same  principal  sum  to  her  nephew  William 
Bwrlimu  And  she  gave  to  her  executors  all  the  residue 
of  her  estate^  of  what  kind  or  nature  soever,  in  trust, 
nevertheless,  that  they  should  place  the  same  on  mort- 
gage securities,  or  vest  the  same  in  government  security, 
and  pay  the  interest  therefrom  arising  to  her  daughter 
Catherine  Mary  Page^  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  with 
power  for  the  executors,  with  her  consent,  to  employ 
any  part  of  the  residue  towards  the  support,  education, 
and  advancement  in  life  of  her  grandson  William  George 
Page;  and  after  the  death  of  her  daughter,  she  gave  the 
residue  to  all  the  children  of  her  daughter,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  with  sur- 
vivorship, if  any  should  die  under  twenty-one  years  of 
age;  and  if  none  should  attain  that  age,  she  gave  the  re- 
aidne  to  William  Burlton. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
inquiries  were  durected,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining, 

whether 
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1848.        whether  all  the  persons  who  were  interested  in  the 
^fTV*^^     estate  were  parties  to  the  cause ;  and  the  Master  was 
V.  directed  (in  case  he  dhonld  find  that  all  parties  interested 

Upjohn.  ^^^^  parties  to  the  suit)  to  inquire^  amongst  other  things, 
whether  the  executors  of  Ann  Tookie  were  able^  within^ 
twelve  calendar  months  after  her  decease^  to  pnrdias^ 
on  fair  and  equitable  terms,  the  moiety  of  the  estate  in 
question  which  did  not  belong  to  her;  and  in  answer 
to  this  inquiry  the  Master  has  reported,  that  a  n^oti- 
ation  was  entered  into,  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
the  testatrix,  for  the  purchase  of  the  moiety  of  the  estate 
which  belonged  to  Mx.Anthomf  BurUon  Benneitj  who 
expressed  his  willingness  to  sell  the  same  to  the  trus- 
tees, long  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  named  by 
her  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase;  and  it  was 
understood,  by  the  parties  interested  under  the  will 
and  by  Mr.  Bennett ^  that  the  purchase  would  be  odoh 
pleted  within  twelve  calendar  months  afiier  the  decease 
of  the  testatrix;  and  the  testatrix's  daughter,  in  expect- 
ation that  it  would  be  completed,  entered  into  poeses* 
sion  of  the  entirety  of  the  estate^  soon  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  but,  in  fiu^t,  the  purchase  never  was  com- 
pleted, and  Mr.  Bennett  having  died  intestate  as  to  his 
moiety,  his  heir  asserted  his  claim  thereto,  and  sold  and 
conveyed  it  to  Mr.  Ugjohn;  and,  under  these  drcmn- 
stances,  the  Master  found,  that  the  exeeuiars  of  the  tes- 
tatrix voere  abk^  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  her 
death,  to  purchase^  on  fttir  and  equitable  terms,  die 
moiety  of  the  estate  which  did  not  belong  to  her. 

We  have,  therefore,  this  state  of  things:  the  execu- 
tors might,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  will,  and 
therefore  ought  to  have  completed  the  purchase  wicbin 
twelve  calendar  months  aft;er  her  death,  but  they 
neglected  to  do  so,  and,  in  fact,  the  purchase  never  was 
completed.    In  the  event  of  the  purchase  of  Bermetfs 

moiety 
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moietjr  being  completed  in  twelve  months^  the  testatrix  1845. 
limited  the  oitirety  of  the  estate  in  a  particular  manner. 
In  the  event  of  the  executors  not  being  able  within 
twelve  months  to  purchase  Bennetfs  moiety,  she  di- 
rected her  own  moiety  to  be  sold,  and  the  purchase* 
mooey^  together  with  1100/L,  to  be  raised  out  of  her 
personal  estate  to  be  limited   in  another  particular 


Inasmuch  as  the  purchase  of  Bernietfs  moiety  was  not 
completed  in  twelve  calendar  mcmths  after  the  testatrix's 
death,  it  is  said,  that  the  limitation  of  the  entireQr  of 
the  estate  bils.  And  inasmuch  as  the  executors  were 
aUe  to  complete  the  purchase  within  the  time,  it  is  said, 
that  the  limitation  of  the  purchase-money  and  of  1 1002., 
directed  in  the  event  of  their  being  unable  to  complete^ 
fidb.  And  both  these  limitations  failings  it  is  contended, 
that  Ae  testatrix's  moiety  of  the  estate  in  question  passes 
by  the  residuary  clause  in  the  wilL 

The  apparent  object  of  the  testatrix  was,  to  limit  and 
Mtde  this  particular  estate,  if  the  entirety  could  be  ob- 
tained, for  the  purposes  of  her  trust ;  she  did  not  intend 
to  limit  any  other  real  estate,  or  her  own  moiety  of  this 
estate,  if  the  other  moiety  could  not  b^  obtained.  On 
die  oontrary,  her  intention  was  to  limit  money  only,  if 
the  other  moiety  of  the  estate  could  not  be  obtained ;  and 
for  that  purpose  she  desired  to  have  her  own  moiety  sold. 
The  executors,  as  it  would  seem,  by  mere  neglect,  did  not 
complete  the  purchase,  and  the  moiety  which  might  and 
ought  to  have  been  purchased  according  to  the  trusts  of 
the  win,  has  now  vested  in  a  person  who  is  under  no 
obligation  to  sell.  Not  only  was  the  purchase  not  com- 
pleted in  the  time  limited  by  the  testatrix,  but  there  is 
no  reason  to  suppose,  and  it  is  not  alleged,  that  it  can 
now  be  completed  at  alL    The  intention  to  limit  this 

particular 
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1843.       particular  estate  is  wholly  defeated,  and,  as  the  testatrix 
^^^^^"^    did  not  intend  to  limit  any  other  real  estate,  or  her  own 
V.  moiety  of  tliis  particular  estate,  separately,  I  think  that, 

under  the  circumstances,  no  effect  can  now  be  given  to 
this  devise. 

Again,  the  testatrix  did  not,  in  the  event  which  hap- 
pened (the  executors  being  able  to  purchase  the  other 
moiety),  intend  to  have  her  moiety  sold,  in  order  that 
the  purchase  money,  together  with  1100/.  might  be 
limited  in  the  way  she  directed.  Her  apparent  object 
was  this :  —  the  sale  and  the  limitation  of  the  money 
were  to  take  effect,  only  in  the  event  of  the  executors 
being  unable  to  purchase  Bewietfs  moiety  in  twelve 
months,  which  they  were  not;  and  I  do  not  think, 
that  the  default  of  the  executors  in  not  purchasing,  can 
be  allowed,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  to 
give  effect  to  a  limitation  intended  to  take  effect  under 
different  circumstances. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  testatrix  intended,  at  all 
events,  to  give  a  life  interest  to  her  daughter,  and  a  cer- 
tain succession  of  interests  to  the  grandchildren  named 
in  her  will ;  but  it  cannot  be  understood,  for  what  rea- 
son she  varied  the  limitations  to  grandchildren,  so  as  to 
alter  the  interests,  in  the  different  events  which  she  con- 
templated. 

It  may  be  conjectured  that  she  would  have  made 
no  difference,  between  the  event  of  the  executors  being 
able  and  neglecting  to  make  the  purchase  in  twelve 
months,  and  the  event  of  their  being  unable  to  make 
the  purchase  in  that  time ;  but  this  would  be  no  more 
than  conjecture.  The  will  affords  no  clue  for  the  dis- 
covery of  what  her  intention  might  have  been,  in  the 
event  which  occurred ;  and  the  context  of  the  will  does 

not 
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not  assbt  in  the  construction  oF  the  particular  clauses.        1843. 
In  such  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  safest     ^TT*^^^^ 
course  is  to  adhere  to  the  strict  words  of  the  clauses.  v. 

That  which  was  the  primary  object  of  the  testatrix  was  Upjohn. 
defeated  by  the  neglect  of  the  executors.  That  which 
was  her  object  only  in  the  event  of  the  first  being  unat* 
tainable,  can  only  have  effect  given  to  it,  by  allowing 
the  n^lect  of  the  executors  to  defeat  the  first,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  second  available,  in  circumstances 
difierent  from  those  which  were  contemplated  by  the 
testatrix. 

Whether  the  executors,  or  those  who  represent  them, 
can,  in  any  way,  be  made  answerable  for  the  conse- 
quences of  their  neglect,  does  not  appear  to  be  a  ques- 
tion in  this  cause;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that,  under 
the  circumstances,  both  the  directions  fail:  that  the 
1100/1  is  not  to  be  raised,  but  remains  part  of  the  re- 
siduary personal  estate.  The  remaining  question  is, 
whether  tlie  testatrix's  moiety  of  the  real  estate  in  ques- 
tion passes  by  the  residuary  devise  in  the  will,  and  I 
think  that  it  does  not,  for  although  the  words  in  which  the 
residuary  clause  is  expressed  are  large  enough  to  com- 
prise real  estate,  yet  the  testatrix  having  clearly  intended 
to  dispose  of  this  particular  estate  in  a  different  manner, 
it  is  plain  that  she  did  not  intend  it  to  pass  as  residue, 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  heir-at-law  became  entitled 
to  it.  {a) 

It  must,  therefore,  be  declared,  that  the  sum  of  1 100/. 
is  not  to  be  raised  out  of  the  personal  estate,  and  that, 
tinder  the  circumstances,  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testatrix 
is  entitled  to  her  moiety  of  the  real  estate  in  question. 

(a)  See  Goodright  ▼.  OpU^  8  v.  Ftudd^  Fort.  184.;  Doe  dem. 
Mod.  125.,  WrigiU  v.  Home,  Wells  v.  Scoil^  5  Mau.  ^  S.  300., 
Fori.  188.,  and  8  Mod.222.;  Roe  '  and  1  Fid.  c.  26.  s.  xxv. 
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1844. 


Jan,  25. 


LINGREN  V.  LINGREN. 
DICK  V.  LACY. 


On  an  appli- 
cation, by 
motion,  for 
the  appoint- 
ment with- 
out a  com- 
mission of  a 
guardian  ad 
Stem  to  an 
infant  abroad, 
an  affidavit 
should  be 
produced  of 
theinfiincy 
of  the  party. 


MR.  G.  RUSSELL  in  the  former  case,  and  Mr. 
Beavan  in  the  latter,  moved  for  the  appointment 
of  a  guardian  ad  litem  to  an  infant  resident  abroad,  with-^ 
out  a  commission,  (a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  both  instances,  said, 
that  after  the  recent  case  which  had  come  before  him  (d), 
in  which  a  guardian  had  been  assigned  to  a  Defendant, 
who  was  represented  to  be  an  infant,  but  turned  out  to 
have  been  thirty  years  of  age,  he  must,  on  applications 
of  this  kind,  require  an  affidavit,  that  the  party  was  an 
infant  at  the  time  of  making  the  application. 

(a)  See  Smith  v.  Palmer^  5  Beav.  10. 
(5)  Green  v.  Baddeley^  13  Feb.  1844. 


Jan,  25. 


FIELD  V.  ROBINSON. 


I^TR.  TURNER  moved  to  stay  all  proceedings  in 
^^  the  cause,  on  payment  of  the  legacy  claimed  and 


Mr. 


Where  the 
Defendant 

submits  to  «*    ,         /   V 

pay  the  whole  the  costs  of  suit     Pemberton  v.  Topham.  ya) 
demand  of 
the  Plaintiff, 

the  Court  (a)  1  Beaio.  516. 

stays  the  pro- 
ceedings; but  if  there  be  a  question  in  dispute  as  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
certain  expenses,  and  the  Defendant  does  not  submit  thereto,  the  Court  iivill  not 
interfere  summarily  and  stop  the  suit. 

A  Defendant  submitted  to  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  except  the  costs  of  a  </f»- 
tringas.  The  Court  would  not  stay  the  proceedings  till  the  question  was  agreed 
upon  or  determined. 
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Mr.  Kindersley,  for  the  Plaintiff,  opposed  the  applica-        1844. 
tion,  unless  the  Defendant  also  paid  the  costs  of  a  dis^ 
tringas,  which  the  Plaintiff,  for  his  protection,  had  placed 
on  the  fund. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  all  that  the  Plaintiff  can  recover  is  a  certain 
sum  of  money  and  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  the  Defend- 
ant comes  and  ofiers  to  pay  the  whole  demand,  it  is  the 
usual  practice  of  the  Court  to  prevent  the  suit  going 
on ;  but  if  there  is  a  question  whether  the  Plaintiff  has 
or  not  a  right  to  recover  certfun  expenses  incurred  by 
him,  and  that  is  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  and  not 
submitted  to  by  the  Defendant,  it  must  be  in  some  way 
determined  (a)  before  the  Court  can  interfere  summarily 
and  stop  the  suit,  {b) 

(a)  See  Fm  Sandau  v.  Moort^  ifiup.  p.  469. 
if)  The  parties  afterwanb  agreed  on  a  mm  to  be  paid  in  fulL 


NICHOLSON  V.  NORTON.  Jan.^s. 


THE  D^kndimt  Elizabeth  Elkha  was  entitled  to  a  By  the  decree 
sums  due 
share  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  in  the  cause,  from  a  legatee 

in  respect  of  which,  advances  had  been  made  to  her  by  JJfj^^^ 

the  executor  Norton  to  the  amount  of  817/.    She  was  against  her 

i„^    share  of  the 
^S^    testator's 
estate,  and 
her  costs  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her  solidtor.    It  being  found  Uiat  the  claims 
against  her  exceeded  her  portion  of  the  estate,  and  the  legatee  being  insolvent,  an 
application  was  made  by  motion,  that  the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her  solicitor 
nught  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  her  account.    The  Court  stayed  the  payment  of 
the  cosu  for  a  month,  io  order  that  the  matter  might  be  set  right. 

F  2 
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also  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the  testator  in  the  sum  of 

102/. 
Nicholson 

^'®*^®^'*  By  the  decree,  the  Defendant  Norton  was  directed  to 

retain  those  sums  out  of  her  share,  and  her  costs  were 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  her  solicitor. 

Mr.  WtckenSi  on  behalf  of  Norton^  now  moved  to 
vary  tlie  decree  as  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  to  the 
solicitor,  and  that  the  amount  might  be  carried  to  tlie 
credit  o(  Elizabeik  Elisha  in  taking  the  accounts*  He 
grounded  the  application  on  this,  that  the  share  of 
Elizabeth  Elisha  in  the  estate  amounted  to  250/.  only,  a 
sum  quite  insufficient  to  discharge  what  was  due  from 
her,  and  that  she  was  insolvent.  He  argued  that  a 
party  indebted  to  the  estate  will  not  be  allowed  to  re- 
ceive any  payment  while  his  debt  continues  unsatisfied ; 
but  the  costs  due  to  him  will  be  set  off  pro  ianto  against 
the  debt  due  from  him ;  Harmer  v.  Hams  {a) ;  and  that 
this  might  be  done  independently  of  the  solicitor's  lien, 
and  by  motion  after  decree ;  ^ine  v.  Gough.  {b) 

Mr.  Teedf  contra.  The  practice  of  the  Court  is  not 
to  vary  the  decree  on  motion,  which  can  only  be  done 
on  a  rehearing.  The  state  of  the  accounts  is  not 
proved. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  there  is  a  fair 
question  to  be  determined.  I  will  therefore  stay  the 
payment  of  the  costs  for  a  month,  and  give  an  oppor- 
tunity to  apply  to  set  the  matter  right. 

(a)  1  Ruts,  IBS.  {b)  2  BalKjr  B.53.    And  see 

Catleil  V.  Simons,  6  Beav.  508. 
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1844. 

HOLMES  V.  BADDELEY.  •^"".s*- 

BADDELEY  o.  HOLMES. 

nnHIS  was  an  application  by  the  Defendant  in  the  A  prudent 
-■-    second  suit,  for  a  month's  time  to  answer  after  the  J^^'gn'"'*' 
production  of  the  documents  mentioned  in  the  answer  order  for  time 
of  the  Defendant  to  the  first  suit  Se"Sti^ 

of  a  Serjeant* 

On  the  5th  otjidy  1842  the  original  bill  was  filed,  to  the  terms  of 
which  the  Defendant  put  in  an  insufficient  answer.  ^^ni'^Sli^ 


of  December 
1855. 

On  the  29th  of  March  184S,  the  second  bill,  in  the  '^^^^' 

'  ings  on  a 

nature  of  a  cross  bill,  was  filed ;  and  the  Defendant  m  the  croit  cause 

first  suit  havug  filed  a  second  answer  on  the  15th  of  JyuhcXe? 

July  184S,   the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  27th  of  fendantinthe 

Jidy  1843,  ordered  the  production  of  the  documents  in  bad  fully 

the  first  suit  (a) :  and  the  proceedings  in  the  second  suit  aj^^ered. 

,  .,     1     Y^  r     1         .1       n'  .    ,     ,   The  answer 

were  stayed,  until  the  Defendant  m  the  first  suit  had  in  the  original 

fully  answered.     The  Defendant  in  the  first  suit  ap-  ^undTiIffi* 

pealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  as  regarded  the  order  for  cient,  but 

production  of  certain  documents  which  he  considered  ^^j,  though 

privileged.  (J)  ordered,  had 

not  been  pro» 
duced,  their 
The  answer  of  the  Defendant  in  the  first  suit  was  not  prpJuction 

found  sufficient  till  the  12th  of  December  1843;  and  an  jectofapend- 

application  being  made  to  the  Master,  by  the  Defendant  x^/|^otut 

in  the  cross  suit,  for  time  to  answer,  the  Master,  on  the  overruling  the 

7th  of  January  1844,  refused  to  grant  it,  except  on  the  the^Malter 

terms  of  the  21st  Order  oi  December  1833  (c),  viz.  of  the  gave  the  De- 

^  fcndant  in  the 

JJetendant  cross  cause  an 

(a)  6  Beafxm^  5S1.  (c)  Ord.  Can,  50.  unconditional 

(ft)  Xb.  p.  525.  II.  ^^^^  ^""^  "°»« 

^        ^  to  answer, 

with  liberty  to  apply  to  extend  it. 

F  S 
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Defendant  consenting  to  a  serjeant-at-arms,  which  the 
Defendant  Holmes  declined  to  take ;  whereupon  he  ap- 
plied to  the  Court. 

The  appeal  had  not  been  disposed  o^  and  the  docu- 
ments, the  subject  of  it,  had  not  been  produced.  It  ap- 
peared also,  that  on  the  11th  ofjantioi^  instant,  an  order 
had  been  made,  in  the  first  cause,  for  the  production  of 
further  documents  mentioned  in  the  further  answer  of 
the  Defendant  Bctddeleyj  and  that  it  had  not  yet  been 
complied  with. 

The  present  application  was  supported  by  an  affidavit 
of  the  clerk  of  the  solicitor,  stating  that  counsel  had  ad- 
vised that  before  Hobrtfs  answered  the  second  bill,  the 
first  bin  ought  to  be  amended,  which  ought  not  to  be  done 
till  the  documents  had  been  produced ;  and  that  the  de- 
ponent believed  that  counsel  could  not  settle  the  answer 
of  Holmes,  until  a  month  after  the  documents  should 
have  been  left  for  inspection,  without  great  injury  to  the 
case  of  Holmes. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Bird^  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell^  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  answer  of  the  Defendant  in  the  first  suit  was 
found  sufficient  on  the  12th  of  December  last ;  but  all  the 
documents  have  not  yet  been  produced,  so  that  though, 
in  one  sense,  the  answer  is  sufficient,  yet,  in  another 
sense,  it  is  still  insufficient. 


The  answer  having  been  found  sufficient,  the  Defend- 
ant applied  to  the  Master  for  time  to  answer  the  cross 

bill. 
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bilL  He  was  of  opinion  that  time  ought  to  be  granted, 
but  on  the  condition  of  the  Defendant  consenting  to 
a  seijeant^at-arms.  In  my  long  experience^  I  never 
knew  this  condition  submitted  to  by  any  prudent  so- 
licitor. 

Holmesj  having  had  an  inspection  of  some,  but  not  of 
all,  of  the  documents  which  have  been  ordered  to  be 
produced,  now  asks  £>r  further  time  to  answer,  and  I 
tjiink  he  is  entitled  to  it. 

• 

If  he  had  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  answer  until 
the  documents  which  are  the  subject  of  the  appeal  had 
been  produced,  I  should  have  suspended  his  obligation 
to  answer  until  they  haS  been  produced..  The  affidavit 
however  states  that  he  requires  these  documents  for  the 
purpose  of  amending  bis  bill.  I  cannot  attend  to  that ; 
it  can  have  no  weight  on  this  occasion ;  but  then  it  goes 
on  to  say,  that  the  solicitor  believes  that  the  answer 
cannot  be  settled  until  a  month  after  the  documents 
have  been  inspected.  This  statement  is  sufficient,  and 
it  seems  right  to  grant  him  five  weeks'  time^  with  liberty 
to  apply  to  extend  it,  on  affidavit  shewing  that  an  in- 
spection of  these  documents  is  material  and  necessary 
before  the  Defendant  can  put  in  his  answer  to  the  cross- 
bUI. 
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1843. 


Nov.  8. 


ALLEN  V.  THORP. 


"D  Y  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Munde- 
"'^  Jbrd  Alien  with  Elizabeth  Rush,  a  sum  of  SOOOL 
was  settled  on  the  wife  and  husband  for  life,  in  succes- 
sion, with  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as 
the  husband  and  wife  or  the  survivor  should  appoint, 
and,  for  want  of  such  appointment,  to  the  children  of^tbe 
marriage,  to  be  vested  at  twenty«one  or  on  marriage 

«irvi?ing  hus-  ^ith  consent ;  and  in  case  no  child  should  attaui  that 
band,  who  was 

age  or  marry  with  consent  (which  happened),  then  to 

transfer  to  such  person  as  the  wife  should  appoint,  and 

in  default  **  unto  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 

said  Elizabeth  Sush.** 


The  ultimate 
trust  in  a  mar- 
riage settle- 
ment of  a 
fund  belong* 
in|;  to  the 
wife,  was  to 
her  executors 
oradrnmu-' 
iraiors*   Held, 
first,  that  the 


her  adminis- 
trator, and 
not  her  next 
of  kin,  was 
entitled;  and, 
secondly,  that 
if  by  those 

next  of  kin  No  appointment  was  ever  made.     The  wife  died  in 

tlT^  th^t^^^^  1827,  and  a  daughter,  the  only  issue  of  the  marriage, 
next  of  kin  at  died  under  twenty-one,  without  having  been  married, 
the  wifeland  '^®  surviving  husband  took  out  administration  to  his 
not  of  the        wife  and  daughter,  and  applied  to  Thorp  and  Griffin,  the 

trustees,  to  have  the  fund  transferred.     Griffin  was  wilU 

ing  to  comply,  but  2'Aorp  refused* 


The  husband  filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees,  praying 
a  transfer  of  the  trust  fund. 

The 


husband  (who 
was  tenant  for 
life),  were 
entitled. 

By  a  mar- 
riage settle- 
ment, a  fund 
belonging  to 
the  wife  was 
settled  on  the 

husband  and  wife  for  their  respective  lives,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage,  to  be  vested  at  twenty-one  or  marriage ;  and  in  case  no  children  should  attain 
vested  interests  (which  happened),  then  as  the  wife  should  appoint ;  and  in  default 
unto  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  wife.  The  wife  pre-deceased  the  hus- 
band, and  made  no  appointment.  There  was  one  child  only  of  the  marriage,  who 
survived  her  mother,  but  died  without  attaining  a  vested  interest.  Held,  that  the 
ultimate  limitation  was  in  favour  of  the  wife's  administrator,  and  not  of  her  next 
of  kin,  and  one  of  two  trustees  having  declined  to  transfer  the  fund  to  the  sufw 
viving  husband,  who  was  his  wife's  administrator,  and  having  severed  in  his  defence 
in  a  suit  to  obtain  a  transfer,  was  allowed  no  costs. 
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The  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  were  not  parties  to  the        184S. 

suit.  ^"^/^^^ 

Allbn 

The  trustees  severed  in  their  defence;  Griffin  sub-  Thorp. 
mitted  to  transfer ;  but  Thorp,  by  his  answer,  stated, 
^that  he  had  been  advised  ^y  counsel,  that  it  was  very 
doubtful,  whether  the  limitation  in  the  settlement,  (in 
default  of  the  appointments  therein  mentioned),  to  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  said  Elizabeth  AUen^ 
(formerly  EUzabdh  Eush)^  operated  in  favour  of  the  said 
Mundeford  AUen^  as  her  husband  and  administrator,  or 
in  fiivour  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Bush 
(afterwards  Elizabeth  Allen) ;  and  that  it  was  also  doubt- 
fuly  whether  the  words  of  limitation,  used  in  the  said 
settlement,  denoted  next  of  kin  living  at  the  decease  of 
the  said  Elizabeth  Allen^  (in  which  case  they  would 
apply  to  Elizabeth  Frances  Allenf  the  daughter  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  AUen^  who  died  an  infant  shortly  after 
the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Allen\  or  whether 
they  designated  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Allen 
who  should  be  living  when  the  preceding  trust  failed,'' 
in  which  case  certain  persons,  whom  he  named,  would 
be  her  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintiffi 
The  husband,  as  administrator  of  his  wife,  is  entitled 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  to  her  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators. That  point  was  clearly  settled  by  Lord 
CoUenham  in  Daniel  v.  Dudley.  (a\ 

*  Supposing,  however,  that  this  is  not  the  proper  con- 
struction, and  that  the  words  <^  executors  or  adminis- 
trators "  mean  next  of  kin,  then  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
wife  living  at  her  death  are  alone    entitled.      Her  . 

daughter 
(a)  1  PhilSpi,  1. 


74  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1843.  daughter  was  sole  next  of  kin  at  that  period;  and  the 
Plaintiff,  in  the  character  of  administrator  of  bis 
daughter,  is  entitled  to  the  fund. 

The  Defendant  Thorp^  who  has  unnecessarily  occa- 
sioned the  litigation,  in  a  case  in  which  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  in  either  alternative,  ought  to  bear  the  costs. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Younge,  for  7^/y.  Though 
there  is  a  strong  expression  of  Lord  Cottenham*^  <^inion 
in  Daniel  v.  Dudley^  still  there  was  no  ultimate  decision 
in  that  case;  and  the  opinions  of  Lord  Brougham  in 
Bulmer  v.  Jay  {a)  and  of  Sir  Im  SAadwell  in  Buhner  and 
Jay  and  Daniel  v.  Dudley  are  opposed  to  what  fell  bom 
Lord  Cottenham  in  the  case  of  Daniel  ▼•  Dudley* 

Secondly,  if  the  next  of  kin  are  entitled,  they  must 
be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life^  and 
therefore  the  representative  of  the  daughter  is  not  en- 
titled.     Bnden  v.  HeaietL  (J) 

The  Defendant,  who  has  acted  bonA  fide^  under  die 
opinion  of  counsel,  in  a  case  in  which  the  highest  au- 
thorities differ,  ought  to  be  allowed  his  costs. 

Mr.  Walpcte  for  Griffin^  the  other  trustee. 

Mr.  Pembertan  Leigkj  in  reply.  Lord  Brm^ham^ 
in  Bulmer  v.  Jay  (c),  held  the  fund  liable  to  the  wife's 
debts :  this  makes  that  case  consistent  with  Daniel  v. 
Dudley.  Briden  v.  HeaAett  turned  on  the  peculiar  ex- 
pression   "would,^  which   was  held  to  "import  that 

the 

(a)  5  MtfL  4-  K.  197.  and   Mdier  ▼.  EtdoiL,    Cooper^ 

(4)  2  3<y.  4-  K,  90.   And  see      272. 
Bird  ▼.  Wood,  2  Sim,  S^  S.  400.,  (r)  3  MyL  ^  K.  204. 
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the  testator  intended  his  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of        184S. 
his  mother."  (a)      The  case  of  Daniel  v.  Dudley  was 
brought  to  the  consideration  of  the  Defendant  Thorp 
prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suitr    He  refused  to  act 
on  it. 

7%tf  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  I  am  to 
hold  that  the  words  ^'  executors  or  administrators  ** 
mean  the  next  of  kin;  and  I  consider  that  question 
concluded  by  authori^.  The  case  of  Daniel  v.  Dudley 
is  entirely  in  point ;  and  I  could  not  consistently  come 
to  a  different  conclusion.  But  if  that  question  were 
otherwise  decided,  and  the  limitation  to  the  ^^execu- 
tors or  administrators"  of  the  wife  were  taken  to  be  a 
limitation  to  her  next  of  kin,  then  the  daughter  who 
was  next  of  kin  of  the  lady  living  at  the  time  of  her  death 
would  be  entitled,  and  she  is  represented  by  the  Plaintiff. 
It  seems  therefore  perfectly  clear,  in  one  way  or  the 
other,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  be  entitled. 

It  is  matter  of  argument,  in  almost  every  case  of  this 
kind,  whether  you  are  to  intend  by  the  next  of  kin 
those  who  are  really  so  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
party  whose  next  of  kin  are  to  take,  or  whether  you 
can  collect  from  the  instrument  that  there  was  an  in- 
tention or  reason  to  exclude  them,  and  give  the  pro- 
perty to  somebody  else ;  but  I  think  that  in  this  case  there 
is  no  sufficient  foundation  for  the  argument,  and  there- 
fore, in  whichever  way  you  may  view  it,  if  you  look  at 
it  as  depending  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Daniel 
V.  Dudley^  or  upon  the  construction  df  the  words,  as  a 

limitation 

(a)  See  UrquhaH  v.  Urquhart,  V.  C.  E.,  20th  oi  February  1844. 
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184S*       limitation  to  the  next  of  kin,  in  either  case,  it  seems  to 
mei  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled. 

With  respect  to  costs,  the  Court,  I  think,  ought  to 
have  great  regard  to  the  difficult  situation  in  which 
trustees  are  almost  necessarily  placed,  in  consequence 
of  the  various  decisions  which  almost  unavoidably  arise 
in  this  Court,  upon  the  construction  of  deeds  and  wills. 
I  feel  that  this  particular  Defendant,  having,  as  far 
OS  any  thing  appears,  fairly  laid  the  case  before  counsel9 
and  taken  his  advice  and  opinion  upon  it,  is  entitled  to 
consideration  in  that  respect,  and  would  be  entitled  to 
his  costs,  if  there  were  not  other  circumstances  to  coun- 
tervail that  particular  circumstance.  Now  taking  the 
fact  to  have  been,  as  it  is  alleged,  that,  previous  to  the 
suit  being  instituted,  this  particular  decision  was  pointed 
out  to  the  Defendant,  or  to  those  who  were  advising 
him,  and  in  which  the  point  was  clearly  taken  into 
consideration  and  decided,  and  that  there  is  to  be  set 
against  it  only  one  case,  in  which  the  Judge  who  ulti- 
mately decided  it,  added  a  clause,  the  effect  of  which 
was  to  moke  it,  in  substance,  in  conformity  with  the  case 
of  Daniel  v.  Dudley^  namely  the  clause,  that  the  property 
was  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  wife,  I  think  in  the  result 
of  this  case  I  ought  not  to  charge  this  trustee  with  costSj 
but  that  I  ought  not  to  give  him  any. 
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1843. 

ROBEY  t;-  WHITEWOOD.  ^^  «r 

"D  Y  the  1  W.  4.  c.  36.  5. 15.*  rule  5.,  where  a  De-  A  Defendant 
fendant  is  in  custody  for  not  answering,  and  the  want  of  an- 

Plaintiff  shall  not  brin^ic  him  to  the  bar  within  the  period  ;^*r»  "<>^ 

baving  been 
there  specified,  ^^  the  sheriff,  gaoler,  &c«  shall  thereupon  brought  to 

discharge  him  out  of  custody."  CouS'^iill' 

the  limited 
The  Defendant  in  this  case  was  taken  under  an  at-  d^h^ed! 
tachment  for  not  answering,   and,    not  having  been  ^^1^  ^^  the 
brought  to  the  bar  within  the  proper  time,  w«is  dis-  might,  by  spe- 
charged.    The  Court,  subsequently,  on  the  2*2d  o(June,  ^^^^l;  ^ 
directed,  that,  unless  he  answered  within  a  fortnight,  a  second  attach- 
new  attachment  should  issue  against  him.  {a)  JJ^^  ^"J^  ^'^ 


swer. 


The  Defendant  having  been  served  with  the  order 
then  made,  neglected  to  put  in  his  answer,  whereupon  a 
second  attachment  issued  against  him.  He  was  taken 
under  this  attachment  on  the  2d  o(  November  1843,  and 
was  turned  over  to  the  Queen's  Prison  on  the  4th  of 
November. 

A  motion  was  now  made  to  set  aside  the  order  of  the 
22d  ofjunef  the  second  attachment,  and  the  subsequent 
proceedings,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody. 

Mr»  Teedj  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  order  of 
the  22d  of  June  was  irregular,  the  object  of  the  statute 
was  to  compel  the  Plaintiff*  to  use  proper  diligence,  and, 

to 
(a)  5  Beavan,  399. 


Whitbwood. 
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1843.  to  attain  that  object,  it  directs,  that,  in  default  of  the 
Ro^^  Plaintiff  proceeding  in  the  manner  therein  pointed  out, 
V.  the  Defendant,  after  a  certain  time,  shall  be  released 

from  custody ;  Greening  v.  Greening,  (a)  This  would 
be  perfectly  illusory,  and  the  Defendant  would  be  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  intended  for  hira  by  the  statute,  if, 
being  discharged,  he  might  be  brought  back  to  prison  a 
second  time  for  the  same  cause.  The  fifth  rule  is  im- 
perative that  he  shall  be  discharged,  and  the  Court  has 
no  discretion  to  remand  him.  If  it  had  been  intended 
to  vest  any  discretion  in  the  Court,  the  act  would  have 
provided  for  it,  as  in  the  thirteenth  rule. 

At  law,  where  a  party  has  been  arrested  and  dis- 
charged, he  cannot  be  taken  again  for  the  same  cause* 
The  execution  operates  as  a  satisfisiction.  {b)  So,  here, 
the  dischai'ge  from  custody  is  a  discharge  from  the 
contempt.  By  force  of  the  statute,  the  neglect  of  the 
Plaintiff  has  ako  operated  as  a  waiver  or  discharge  of 
the  contempt,  for  which  it  would  be  unjust  to  punbh  an 
individual  a  second  time. 

In  Williams  v.  Tcmishend{c)  a  Defendant  having  been 
discharged,  as  in  the  present  case,  Mr.  Spencey  for  the 
Plaintiff,  then  moved  for  liberty  to  issue  a  fresh  sub^ 
pcma  against  the  Defendant  But  the  Vice-Chancellor 
doubting,  whether,  if  a  fresh  subpoena  were  issued,  an 
attachment  could  be  taken  out  upon  it,  desired  a  cer- 
tificate to  be  obtained  fi*om  the  clerks  in  Court  upon 
the  point.  The  certificate  was  as  follows :  —  "  The 
clerks  in  Court  are  of  opinion,  that,  although  a  new  sub^ 

poena 

(fl)  1  Beavan,  ISl.  6  T.  R.  525.;  Tanner  v.  Hague, 

{b)  See  Blackburn  v.  Stupart^      7  T.  R,  420. 
2  Eait^  243.;  Clarke  v.  Clement,         (c)  6  Sim.  29G. 
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pama  may  be  issued,  yet,  as  the  former  attachment  was        1848. 

regularly  enforced,  a  new  attachment  cannot  be  issued ; 

and  as  the  Defendant  has  not  appeared  to  the  bill,  it 

may  be  dismissed  against  that  Defendant  without  costs,    Whitbwood. 

and  a  supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of  an  original 

bill  filed  against  her."     It  appears,  from  the  report, 

that  Mi.Spence  accordingly  moved  to  dismiss  the  bill, 

which  wa$  ordered, 

Mr.  Shebbeare^  conirif  was  not  called  on  by 

THe  Master  tf  the  Rolus,  who  said,  I  cannot  grant 
this  application.  The  construction  of  this  act  of  par- 
liament is  certainly  very  perplexing;  and  it  is  quite  right 
that  the  subject  of  this  motion  should  again  be  brought 
under  my  consideration*  The  Defendant  appeared,  and 
was  afterwards  taken  into  custody  on  an  attachment  for* 
want  of  answer ;  and  the  Plaintiff  having  neglected  to 
cause  iiim  to  be  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  within  the 
time  limited  by  the  act,  he  was  discharged  from  custody. 
Now  comes  the  question  what  is  to  be  done  under  the 
act  of  parliament.  The  act  states,  that  in  case  he  shall 
not  be  brought  up  within  the  time  limited,  he  is  to  be 
discharged  without  being  required  to  pay  any  costs. 
The  act  does  not  say  he  is  to  be  discharged  from  the 
contempt,  or  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  to  be  entitled  to 
take  any  further  steps  in  the  cause :  the  question  there- 
fore is,  whe^er  the  Court  is  to  hold  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  deprived  of  his  right  to  prosecute  the  suit,  because 
the  act  has  discharged  the  Defendant  without  payment 
of  costs. 

The  Plaintiff  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  rights  by 
conjecture  or  inference;  and  I  think  that  if  the  act 
meant  it,  it  would  have  stated  that  the  Defendant,  after 
hb  discharge,  should  not  be  further  sued.  What  then  is 

this 
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1848.        this  Court  to  do?   The  Defendant  having  been  dis- 
^y^^     charged,  the  officer  of  the  Court  knew  that  he  was 
V.  not  to  issue  a  new  writ  of  attachment  without  the  order  of 

Whitbwood.  ^j^  Qj^j.^  ^^  j  having  refused  it,  the  matter  was  brought 
before  me.  The  Plaintiff  said  the  Defendant  has  been 
discharged ;  my  bill  is  still  on  the  file,  and  my  suit  de- 
pending ;  am  I  to  be  deprived  of  the  right  of  prosecuting 
my  suit?  The  act  of  parliament  does  not  say  so,  and  I 
am  entitled  to  all  that  the  act  has  not  taken  from  me. 


I  considered,  on  the  former  occasion,  what  was 
proper  to  be  done ;  the  course  being  doubtful,  I  did  not 
act  without  consulting  the  officers  of  the  Court,  and, 
afler  consideration,  I  made  the  order  complained  of. 
The  Defendant  was  served  with  notice  of  that  order, 
and  had  the  opportunity  of  putting  in  his  answer, 
which  he  has  not  done. 

This  application  must  be  refused,  but  without  costs. 
It  was  not  improper  to  bring  the  matter  again  to  my 
attention. 

Admitting  that  this  proceeding  is  new,  it  is  founded 
on  this,  that  a  man's  rights  are  not  to  be  taken  away  by 
inference,  which  would  be  the  case  if  the  Plaintiff  were 
prevented  going  on  with  his  suit. 
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184S. 


EVANS  V.  DAVIES.  Nov.  17. 

DA  VIES  V.  EVANS. 

OY  the  decree,   David  Evans  was  ordered  to  pay  Mode  of  en- 
-*-•   a  sum  of  100/.  14s.  6d.      A  writ  of  >n  facias  J^S/J^ 
issued    to   compel   payment   with   interest  (a),   which  turn  to  a  writ 
was  forwarded   to  the  under-sheriff  of  Cardigan  for  issmngootoC 
execution.     The  amount  was  levied  on  the   12th  of  Chancery. 
(ktaber,  184S. 


On  the  24th  of  October,  the  usual  ex  parte  order  was 
made,  upon  petition  of  course  at  the  Rolls,  that  the 
sheriff  should  return  the  vrnt/orthwii/u 

This  not  having  been  obeyed,  it  was  now  moved  that 
the  sheriff  should  return  the  writ  in  six  days  after  notice, 
or  stand  committed. 

The  proceedings  by  Jl.  fa^  being  new,  the  only  ques- 
tioQ  was  as  to  the  proper  form  of  order  now  to  be 

mode. 

Mr.  Goodeve^  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  SmitVs 
Pa  (i),  and  two  MSS.  cases  of  Snell  v.  Waring  (c)  and 
^yyatt  V.  Au^in  (rf),  furnished  by  Mr.  Walker  the  Re- 
gistrar. (^) 

From 

(«)  Ordinet  Can.  142.  \e)  And  see  Wtf.  Pr.  Reg.  51.; 

%  1    Smith' 9    Pr.    217.  (Sd  Oough  v.  Crou^  2  Dickent,  555^ 

^t.)  I   Newlanffi    Pr  .92.,   and    1 

(c)  Reg.  Lib,  1767.  A  fo.295.  BamePi  Pr.  590. 
{d)  l3\hof  May  1825. 

Vol.  VII.  G 


88 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


From  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that  the  sheriff  had 
been  repeatedly  urged  to  make  the  return. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  the  sheriff 
should,  within  six  days  afler  notice  of  the  order,  return 
the  writ,  or  stand  committed,  and  that  he  should  pay  the 
costs  of  the  two  applications. 


The  London  agents  of  the  under-sheriff  were  alone 
served  with  the  order  of  the  84th  of  October ;  and  in 
drawing  up  the  present  order,  a  question  arose,  whether 
that  was  sufficient  (see  the  S  &  4  fF.  4>.  c.  48.  &  20.), 
but  the  matter  was  arranged  between  the  parties. 


Dec.  15. 


REYNELL  v.  REYNELL. 


An  order  of 
the  Master, 
giTing  the  De- 
fendant three 
weeks  to 
answer  after 
the  Plaintiff 
had  amended 
his  hill,  which 
was  defectire 
for  want  of 
parties,  dis- 
charged as 
irregular. 


nnHIS  bill  was  filed  on  the  21st  of  Jti/j^]  843.  On  the 
-^  6th  of  Naoember^  and  before  the  Defendant  had 
answered,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  Defendant, 
that  on  the  15th  of  Jidtf  1843,  he  had  conveyed  one 
moiety  of  the  estates  mentioned  in  the  bill,  ^^  to  Charles 
Wilson^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  uses,  for  the  benefit  of 
R.S.  M.Sprye  and  Henrietta  D.  his  wife.'' 

The  Defendant's  solicitor  thereupon  wrote  to  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitor,  to  know  if  he  intended  to  obtain 
an  order  to  amend,  by  adding  those  persons  parties, 
and  in  reply  was  informed,  on  the  10th  of  Novewtber, 
**that  no  amendment  wonld  be  made  imtil  after  the 
Defendant's  answer  bad  been  put  in." 


On 
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Od  the  16th  of  November ^  the  Master  ordered  that 
the  Defendant  should  have  three  weeks  time  to  plead, 
answer,  or  demur  to  the  Plainti£P's  bill,  not  demurring 
alone,  after  the  Plaintiff  should  have  amended  his  bill." 


83 


1848. 


Mr.  KindersUy  now  moved  to  discharge  this  order,  on 
the  grround  that  it  was  irregular,  and  that  the  Master 
had  no  authority  to  make  an  order  in  this  form. 

Mr.  Piggottj  contrdj  contended,  that  the  order  was 
valid,  though  perhaps  unusual,  and  that  it  was  one 
which  would  have  the  efiect  of  saving  considerable  ex« 
pence  and  delay  to  the  parties. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Master  must  have  been  taken  by  surpi^ise  in  this 
case ;  I  think  the  order  cannot  be  supported.  Let  it 
be  discharged  without  costs,  and  let  the  Defendant 
have  three  weeks  time  to  answer. 


ELLIS  V.  GRIFFITHS. 


'    1844. 

JmulU 


A  DECREE  was  made  for  foreclosure,  and  a  day  In  a  foreclo- 
1   o  1      -n  11     i^t.       1   sure  suit,  tlie 

was  appomted  for  payment  at  the  Rolls  Chapel  mortgagee 

of  4061/.  2*.  9rf.,  the  amount   by  the  Master's  report  having  re- 

ccivecl  rents 
found  to  be  due  on  that  day,  and  in  default  the  Defend-  between  the 

ut  was  to  be  foreclosed.  MmH^'e. 

port  and  the 
The   day  appointed 
for  payment* 
the  Court,  on  modoD,  rtfoited  it  back  to  the  Matter  to  continue  the  accounu,  and 
to  fix  a  new  day. 

G  S 
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1848.  From  the  affidavits  it  appeared  thp        ceWed  1^^  - 

been  repeatedly  urged  to  make  the  r        and  before     ^ 

.  attended  at      ^ 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls        ember  1843),  but     ^ 
should,  within  six  days  after  r 
the  writ,  or  stand  oommittei' 

costs  of  the  two  applicati'    .i  altered  by  the  receipt  of  tl^  * 
^^^^      A-  came,  by  motion,  to  refer    ^ 
,  carry  on  the  subsequent  accounts 
The  iMim  agr  ^^^  j^y  to  redeem, 
served  with  the 

drawing  up  tb    ^  support  of  the  application, 
that  was  sr     '' 

but  the  IP     ^^^^  ^7^^  Rolls  made  the  order. 

i  r.  JcckiOii^  '4  Bcavatif  154.;  and  AiJen  v.  Fostei't  5 


Ac.  IS. 


Aaon^ 
thef 

ST  CROFT  I.  DAY. 


T 


HIS  was  a  molion,  on  behalf  of  the  executors  of 

^SLc*^  Mr.  Dajfy  the  well-known   blacking   maker,  to 

Mf|jo«i        restrain  the  Defendant,  his  nephew,  from  selling  black- 

«*^rivi<l       '"a   manufactured  by   him,  in  bottles   having  affixed 

jtf^<ii«- •J^'*  thereto  labels,  being  copies,  or  fac-similes  or  imitations 

ilSesccuton  with  colourable  variations  only,  of  those  used  by  the  firm 

*''**€dthc   ofDffyand  Martin^  or  any  labels  which  should  repre- 

business  under  sent, 

the  same 

Dilute.  A  person  of  the  name  of  D.zu  h:k\\r,z  obtained  the  authority  of  one  Martim 
to  use  his  name,  >ct  up  the  >asip  ira  Je  at  9v^J.  n.-*%irn  iiUL  and  told  Maekins  a»  of 
the  n.anufacture  of  Day  nnJ  Marti::,  r*0\,  JtiJiiyu  //uV,  in  bottles  and  «iih  labels 
b:tvin>:  a  general  rc$ea.bUnce  to  those  of  the  original  firm.  He  was  fcrstrained  bj 
injunction, 

Fruiiiples  on  which  the  Cogrt  icterfcrci  toprercr.t  the  use  of  trade  markk 


Cbopt 
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sent,  or  have  the  appearance  of  representing,  the  said        1843. 
firm  of  Day  and  Martin  as  manufacturers  of  the  com- 
position or  blacking  described  in  such  labels,  and  from 
using  trade  cards  of  the  same  description.  ^^^* 

It  appeared  from  the  case  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  in 
1801,  Charles  Day  and  Benjamin  Mariin  entered  into 
partnership  as  blacking  manufacturers,  for  the  term  of 
21  years,  and  carried  on  the  business  at  97.  High 
Holbom.  In  1808,  Matiin  transferred  his  interest  to 
Day,  who  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  use  Mariin*s  name  for 
the  remainder  of  the  21  years.  This  term  was  afterwards 
extended  for  25  years,  from  the  year  1820,  determinable 
on  the  death  of  Martin^  and  they  agreed  (but  how  did 
not  appear)  to  be  partners  for  that  period. 

Martin  died  in  1834,  and  Day  died  in  1836,  and  the 
business  was  carried  on  in  the  names  of  Day  and  Mariin 
by  Dai/s  executors.     The  Defendant  Day^  the  testator's 
nephew,  had  recently  set   up  as  a  blacking  maker  at 
No.  90^,  Hdborn  Hill,  and  had  sold  blacking  in  similar 
bottles,  and  with  similar  labels,  (with  some  variations), 
to  those  which  had  heretofore  been  used  by  Day  and 
Martin,  and  to  those  now  used  by  the  executors  of  Day^ 
The  variation  was  thus  described  in  the  affidavit:  — 
^  Saith,  that  the  name  of  tlie  article  sold  as  being  real 
Japan  blacking  made  by  Day  and  Martin,  and  the  de- 
scription and  directions  for  the  use  of  the  said  article,  and 
the  price,  and  signature  of  the  names  2)^^  and  ilfar/tn,  con- 
tained in  the  labels  of  the  Defendant,  are  in  the  same  pre- 
cise words,  and  (with  very  trifling  and  unimportant  varia- 
tions) are  in  the  same  character  and  description  of  type, 
as  the  name  of  the  article  to  be  sold,  and  the  description, 
and  directions  for  use,  and  the  price,  and  the  signature 
of  the  said  firm  in  the  label  used  by  the  firm  of  Day 
and  Martin  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  only  difi*erence  in  the 

G  S  two 
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1848. 


From  the  affidavits  it  appeared  that  the  sheriff  had 
been  repeatedly  urged  to  make  the  return. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  the  sheriff 
should,  within  six  days  after  notice  of  the  order,  return 
the  writ,  or  stand  committed,  and  that  he  should  pay  the 
costs  of  the  two  applications. 


The  London  agents  oF  the  under-sheriff  were  alone 
served  with  the  order  of  the  84th  of  October ;  and  in 
drawing  up  the  present  order,  a  question  arose,  whether 
that  was  sufficient  (see  the  S  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  20.), 
but  the  matter  was  arranged  between  the  parties. 


Bee.  15. 


REYNELL  v.  REYNELL. 


An  order  of 
the  Master, 
giving  the  De- 
fendant three 
Mveeks  to 
answer  after 
the  Plaintiff 
had  amended 
his  bill,  which 
was  defective 
for  want  of 
parties,  dis- 
charged as 
irregular. 


nnmS  bUl  was  filed  on  the  21st  oijtdy  1843.  On  the 
-*-  6th  of  Naoember^  and  before  the  Defendant  had 
answered,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  Defendant, 
that  on  the  15th  of  July  1843,  he  had  conveyed  one 
moiety  of  the  estates  mentioned  in  the  bill,  "  to  Charles 
Wilson^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  uses,  for  the  benefit  of 
U.S.  M.'Sprye  and  Henrietta  D.  his  wife." 

The  Defendant's  solicitor  thereupon  wrote  to  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitor,  to  know  if  he  intended  to  obtain 
an  order  to  amend,  by  adding  those  persons  parties, 
and  in  reply  was  informed,  on  the  10th  of  November^ 
^^that  no  amendment  wonld  be  made  until  after  the 
Defendant's  answer  had  been  put  in." 


On 
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Od  the  16th  of  Naoember^  the  Master  ordered  that 
the  Defendant  should  have  three  weeks  time  to  plead, 
answer,  or  demur  to  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  not  demurring 
alone,  after  the  Plaintiff  should  have  amended  his  bill." 


83 


1848. 


Mr.  KindenUy  now  moved  to  discharge  this  order,  on 
the  grround  that  it  was  irregular,  and  that  the  Master 
had  no  authority  to  make  an  order  in  this  form. 

Mr.  Piggoit,  conirdj  contended,  that  the  order  was 
valid,  though  perhaps  unusual,  and  that  it  was  one 
which  would  have  the  efiect  of  saving  considerable  ex« 
pence  and  delay  to  the  parties. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Master  must  have  been  taken  by  surpi^ise  in  this 
case ;  I  think  the  order  cannot  be  supported.  Let  it 
be  discharged  without  costs,  and  let  the  Defendant 
have  three  weeks  time  to  answer. 


ELLIS  V.  GRIFFITHS. 


''    I844» 

Jan.  11. 


A    DECREE  was  made  for  foreclosure,  and  a  day  In  a  foreclo- 
^^   was  appointed  for  payment  at  the  Rolls  Chapel  mortgagee 

of  4061/.  2*.  9rf.,  the  amount   by  the  Master's  report  ^'"^"f  ""^ 

ccivecl  rents 
fbuud  to  be  due  on  that  day,  and  in  default  the  Defend-  between  the 

ant  was  to  be  foreclosed.  MaiteJs  rt 

port  and  the 
The  day  appointed 
for  payment* 

the  Court,  on  modoD,  rtfeited  it  back  to  the  Matter  to  continue  the  accounts,  and 

to  fix  a  new  day. 

O  S 


88  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

.184fS«  The  accusation  which  is  made  against  this  Defendant 

is  this:  —  that  he  is  selling  goods,  under  forms  and 
symbols  of  such  a  nature  and  character,  as  will  induce  the 
public  to  believe,  that  he  is  selling  the  goods  which  are 
manufactured  at  the  manufactory  which  belonged  to  the 
testator  in  this  cause.  It  has  been  very  correctly  said, 
that  the  principle,  in  these  cases,  is  this : — that  no  man 
has  a  right  to  sell  his  own  goods  as  the  goods  of  another. 
You  may  express  the  same  principle  in  a  different  form, 
and  say  that  no  man  has  a  right  to  dress  himself  in 
colours,  or  adopt  and  bear  symbols,  to  which  he  has  no 
peculiar  or  exclusive  right,  and  thereby  personate 
another  person,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  public 
to  suppose,  either  that  he  is  that  other  person,  or  that 
he  is  connected  with  and  selling  the  manufacture  of  such 
other  person,  while  he  is  really  selling  his  own.  It  is 
perfectly  manifest,  that  to  do  these  things  is  to  commit 
a  fraud,  and  a  very  gross  fraud.  I  stated,  upon  a  former 
occasion,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  right  which  any 
person  may  have  to  the  protection  of  this  Court,  does 
not  depend  upon  any  exclusive  right  which  he  may  be 
supposed  lo  have  to  a  particular  name,  or  to  a  particular 
form  of  words.  His  right  is  to  be  protected  against 
fraud,  and  fraud  may  be  practised  against  him  by  means 
of  a  name,  though  the  person  practising  it  may  have  a 
perfect  right  to  use  that  name,  provided  he  does  not 
accompany  the  use  of  it  with  such  other  circumstances 
as  to  effect  a  fraud  upon  others. 

It  is  perfectly  manifest,  that  two  things  are  required 
for  the  accomplishment  of  a  fraud  such  as  is  here 
contemplated.  First,  there  must  be  such  a  general  re- 
semblance of  the  forms,  words,  symbols,  and  accom- 
paniments as  to  mislead  the  public.  And,  secondly,  a 
sufficient  distinctive  individuality  must  be  preserved,  so 
as  to  procure  for  the  person  himself  the  benefit  of  that 

deception 
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deception  which  the  general  resemblance  is  calculated  1843. 
to  produce.  To  have  a  copy  of  the  thing  would  not  do, 
for  though  it  might  mislead  the  public  in  one  respect, 
it  would  lead  them  back  to  the*  place. where  they  were 
to  get  the  genuine  article,  an  imitation  of  which  is  im- 
properly sought  to  be  sold.  For  the  accomplishment  of 
such  a  fraud  it  is  necessary,  in  the  first  instance,  to  mis- 
lead the  public,  and  in  the  next  place,  to  secure  a 
benefit  to  the  party  practising  the  deception  by  preserv- 
ing bis  own  individuality. 

There  are  many  distinctions,  even  more  than  have 
been  stated,  between  these  two  labels.  It  is  truly  said, 
that  if  any  one  takes  upon  himself  to  study  these  two 
labels,  he  will  find  several  marks  of  distinction.  On  the 
otlier  hand,  the  colours  are  of  the  same  nature,  the 
labels  are  exactly  of  the  same  size,  the  letters  are  ar- 
ranged precisely  in  the  same  mode,  and  the  very  same 
name  appears  on  the  face  of  the  jars  or  bottles  in  which 
the  blacking  is  put.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  me  that 
there  is  quite  sufiicient  to  mislead  the  ordinary  run  of 
persons,  and  that  the  object  of  the  Defendant  is,  to  per- 
suade the  public  that  this  new  establishment  is,  in  some 
way  or  other,  connected  with  the  old  firm  or  manufac- 
turer, and  at  the  same  time  to  get  purchasers  to  go  to 
90^,  Hdlbom  Hill,  and  not  to  97.  High  Holbom.  I 
think  what  has  been  done  here  is  quite  calculated  to  efiect 
that  purpose,  and  the  Defendant  must  be  restrained. 

My  decision  does  not  depend  on  any  peculiar  or  ex- 
clusive right  the  PlaintifTs  have  to  use  the  names  Day 
and  Mariiuj  but  upon  the  fact  of  the  Defendant  using 
those  names  in  connection  with  certain  circumstances, 
and  in  a  manner  calculated  to  mislead  the  public,  and 
to  enable  the  Defendant  to  obtain,  at  the  expense  of 
Dmft  estatei  a  benefit  for  himself,  to  which  he  is  not, 

in 
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1848.  in  fair  and  honest  dealing,  entitled.  Such  being  my 
opinion,  I  must  grant  the  injunction  restraining  the  De- 
fendant from  carrying  on  that  deception.  He  has  a 
right  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  blacking  rnanu* 
facturer  honestly  and  fairly ;  he  has  a  right  to  the  use 
of  his  own  name ;  I  will  not  do  anything  to  debar  him 
from  the  use  of  that,  or  any  other  name  calculated  to 
benefit  himself  in  an  honest  way;  but  I  must  prevent 
him  from  using  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  deceive  and  de- 
fraud the  public,  and  obtain  for  himself,  at  the  expense 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  an  undue  and  improper  advantage. 


The  form  of  the  injunction  was  discussed,  when 

The  Master  o^  the  Rolls,  after  stating  that  he  was 
inclined  to  rely  on  the  terms  of  the  injunction  in  Knott 
V.  Morgan^  as  that  case  had  been  the  subject  of  appeal, 
said,  he  would  himself  settle  the  terms  of  the  injunction. 


By  the  terms  of  the  injunction,  the  Defendant,  his 
servants,  &c.,  were  restrained  from  selling,  or  exposing 
for  sale,  or  procuring  to  be  sold,  any  composition  or 
blacking  described  as,  or  purporting  to  be,  blacking 
manufactured  by  Day  and  Martin^  in  bottles,  having 
affixed  thereto  such  labels  as  in  the  complainants'  bill 
mentioned,  or  any  other  labels,  so  contrived  or  ex- 
pressed, as,  by  colourable  imitation  or  otherwise,  to 
represent  the  composition  or  blacking  sold  by  the  De- 
fendant, to  be  the  same  as  the  composition  or  blacking 
manufactured  and  sold  by  John  Weston  (the  manager), 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  Charles  Day  the  testator ; 
and  from  using  trade  cards,  so  contrived  or  expressed, 
as  to  represent  that  any  composition  or  blacking  sold  or 
proposed  to  be  sold  by  the  Defendant,  is  the  same  as 
the  composition  or  blacking  manufactured  or  sold  by 
John  Weston. 
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STORY  o.  TONGE. 

Jan,  S3.  iS. 
Feb,  JO. 

nnHE  testator  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  Whether  a 

-■•    his  widow  durante  viduitaief  and  on  her  decease,  '^hor^titled 

opoQ  certain  trusts,  under  which  Elizabeth^  the  wife  of  to  a  rever- 

G.  L.  Jdoorff  was  entitled  to  a  vested  interest  in  one-  ^^n  ^ 

ninth  part,  immediately  expectant  on  the  decease  or  chose  in  actum^ 
r^i^       -J  ^  can,byobtain- 

marnage  of  the  widow.  j^g  \  ^ei^ase 

of  the  prior 
rw^  I  •      1        t    1  1  .     interest, 

The  property  amounted  jn  the  whole  to  about  1800/.,  efiectually 

and  consisted  of  a  mortgaire,  and  of  a  sura  of  312/.  con-  <^»P<|»«  of  the 

^  °  property, 

sols  in  Court.      The  parties  being  desirous  of  com-  qwgre, 

promising  the  suit,  the  widow  released  unto  G.  L. 
Moore  and  wife  her  interest  in  one-ninth  of  the  resi- 
duary estate,  the  object  being,  to  reduce  the  rever- 
sionary interest  of  Mrs.  Moore  into  one  in  possession, 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  compromise. 

A  petition  was  now  presented,  praying  a  division  of 
the  consols  in  the  manner  agreed  upon,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  share 
of  Mrs.  Moore^  a  married  woman,  could  be  effectually 
dealt  with,  (a) 

Mr.  BogerSi  in  support  of  the  petition,  argued  that 
the  interest  was  no  longer  reversionary,  and  could 
therefore  be  effectually  disposed  of  so  as  to  bind  the 
wife,  if  she  survived.  He  cited  the  following  autho- 
rities;— Doswell  V.  Earkj  12  Ves.  473. ;  Lewin  on  Trusts, 
296.  (2d  edit.) ;  Wilson  v.  Oldham,  ibid,  297. ;  Bean  v. 

SykeSi 

(a)  See  Purdew  v.  Jachon,     5  Buu.  6S.}  Stjffe  v.  Everiti, 
1  Ruts.  1. ;  Homier  v.  Morton,      1  Afy.  4r  Cr»  37, 
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1644. 


SykeSi  2  Hayes  on  Convey.  640.  (5th  edit) ;  Lachton  v. 
JdamSf  5  Law  J.  Rep*  (N.  S.)  Chanc.  382. ;  6  Jarman*s 
Convey.  236.  (1st  ed.) ;  Preston  v.  Sme//,  2  2>g.  -Er.  501. ; 
r^  Silcock's  estate^  3  .Rt/ss.  369. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  consideration, 
thought  that  the  principle  involved  in  this  case  was  of 
too  much  importance  to  be  decided  on  petition,  and 
intimated  that  a  bill  roust  be  filed  to  accomplish  the 
wishes  of  the  parties. 


1845. 
N(*v.9. 

A  turn  of 
money  was 
remitted  to 
England,  to 
be  secured  for 
the  benefit  of 
a  married 
woman  and 
her  children, 
lo  that  the 
same  might 
not  come  to 
the  hands  of 
her  husband. 
Held,  that 
they  took  as 
joint  tenants. 


BUSTARD  V.  SAUNDERS. 

TN  this  case,  Achilles  Preston  the  younger,  some  time 
"*■  before  the  year  1764,  remitted  from  India  to  Achilles 
Preston  the  elder,  his  father,  and  Alexander  Whitchurch 
his  uncle,  500/.,  "which  he  directed  to  be  secured  for 
the  benefit  of  his  sister  Ann,  then  the  wife  of  Cuthbcrt 
Allanson,  and  her  children^  so  that  the  same  might  not 
come  to  the  hands  or  power  of  her  husband." 

Ann  Allanson  had  three  children  only,  all  of  whom 
were  born  previous  to  the  year  1764.  Ann  Allanson 
survived  all  her  children,  and  died  in  1812. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  mother  took  this  fund 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children,  or  whether 
they  took  in  a  class  as  joint  tenants. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Willcocky  argued  that 
the  mother  and  her  children  took  as  join£  tenants,  and 
therefore  that  the  mother  became  entitled  to  the  whole 
by  survivorship. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Faber  for  the  Defendant.  There  was  a  direction 
to  secure  the  sum  in  question  for  the  sister  and  her 
children,  excluding  the  husband.  A  setdement  was 
therefore  contemplated,  and  in  carrying  into  effect  an 
executory  agreement  for  a  settlement  expressed  in  such 
terms,  the  Court  would  give  a  life  estate  to  the  parent, 
with  remainder  to  the  children  as  tenants  in  common. 


9S 


1843. 


Bustard 

SAUMDBRf. 


The  following  cases  were  cited,  Jubber  v.  Jvbber  {a\ 
De  mite  V.  De  Witie  (A),  Vaughan  v.  The  Marquis  of 
Head/ori  (c),  Robinson  v.  Tickell.  (d) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  should  follow 
the  decisbn  of  De  Witie  v.  De  Wiite^  and '  he  held 
that  the  mother  and  children  took  the  500/.  as  joint 
tenants. 


(a)  9  Sim.  $03. 

(b)  11  iStiii.4l. 


(c)  10  Sim.  639. 
(<Q  8  Fa.  142. 


MAN  V.  RICKETT& 


1844. 
2^^6.80,91,  SS. 


TN  the  year  1802,  the  testator,  George  Craxcford  Rick'  An  heir  who 
•*•  ettSf  purchased  a  mansion  and  166  acres  of  land  ad-  wi^"j^y  by 
joining  thereto,  which  together  were  generally  called  longao- 

and  known  as  the  Ashford  Hall  estate.  ?o#BT!iu"right 

to  have  its 
In  validity  tried 
at  law,  upon 
to  iMue  devmnnt  vel  wm,  and  where  an  heir  bad  acted  as  devisee  in  trust  under  the 
will  for  a  great  number  of  years,  he  was  refused  an  issue  even  to  try  the  question  of 
parcels. 

A  will  thirty  years  old,  produced  from  the  proper  custody,  proves  itself.  The 
thirty  years  are  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  will,  and  not  from  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  are  calculated  as  at  the  time  of  its  production. 

Heir  at  law  being  also  the  devisee  in  trust,  miseondttcting  his  defence,  ordered  to 
pay  all  the  costs  of  the  suit. 


\ 
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1844.  In  1804,  the  testator,  on  the  marriage  of  his  eldest 

son,  the  Defendant  Thomas  Bourke  BkkeUSf  charged  a 
portion  of  this  estate  with  a  sum  of  4000^  for  the  beoefit 
of  the  Defisndant,  his  wife,  and  the  children  of  the 
marriage. 

On  the  26th  of  April  1808,  the  testator  made  his 
will,  whereby  he  devised  as  follows :  —  **  As  it  is  my 
wish  and  desire  that  all  my  estate  in  Shropshire^  called 
Ashford  Hatty  should  be  sold,  I  do  therefore  give  and 
devise  the  same  unto  my  son  Thomas  B.  RickettSj  and 
my  son-in-law  the  Rev.  R.  F.  Halltfax,**  "  in  trust  to 
sell,^  &c.  *^  The  proceeds  of  such  sale,  after  deducting 
what  may  be  due  on  the  mortgage  given  on  my  eldest 
son's  marriage,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  sons 
and  daughters  in  equal  proportions,  share  and  share 
alike." 

'  The  testator  died  in  April  1811,  leaving  the  Defend- 
ant Thomas  B.  Ricketts  his  heir-at-law;  and  shortly 
after  in  the  same  month,  the  will  was  proved  by  Thomas 
B.  Bicketts  and  R.  F.  Hallifax. 

In  October  1811,  the  trustees  put  up  the  whole  pro- 
perty, including  166  acres,  for  sale,  and  in  the  par- 
ticulars the  whole  was  treated  as  vested  in  devisees  in 
trust  for  sale;  the  property,  however,  was  not  then 
sold.  In  1812  it  was  again  advertised  for  sale,  in  terms 
which  shewed  that  the  whole  was  included.  This  se- 
cond attempt  to  sell  was  again  unsuccessful.  In  1825, 
they  sold  a  part  of  the  estate  to  Miss  Buckley^  and  in 
the  correspondence  of  the  Defendant  and  on  the  treaty 
no  doubt  was  made  either  as  to  the  name  of  the  estate^ 
or  as  to  what  had  passed  by  the  devise.  The  convey- 
ance to  Miss  BmMey  was  executed  in  1824,  and  thereby, 
after  recitii^  the  will,  &c.  the  imslees  amveyed,  and 

the 
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the  Defendant  Thomas  Baurke  RicketU^  as  heir^t^aWy        1844. 
confinned,  the  portion  of  the  property  purchased. 

From  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  Defendant  Thomas 
Bourke  BickeUs  retained  possession  of  the  property 
unsold.  In  18S1,  one  of  the  testator's  children  having 
become  bankrupt,  his  assignees,  in  December  1836,  filed 
this  bill  against  the  trustees  of  the  will  and  others,  to 
have  the  trusts  of  the  will  performed,  for  an  account  of 
die  proceeds  of  the  property  sold,  and  of  the  rents,  and 
for  the  sale  of  the  remainder.  The  will  was  not  proved 
by  the  attesting  witnesses,  but  was  produced  only  from 
the  proper  custody,  it  being  conceived  that,  being  thirty 
years  old,  it  proved  itself. 

Mr.  KinderOey,  Mr.  Tlim^,  and  Mr.  HalUtt,  for  the 
Plaintiiis. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  KetU,  for  the  Defendant 
Thomas  B.  Bicketts,  resisted  the  claim  of  the  Plaintifik, 
insbting,  first,  that  the  will  had  not  been  properly  proved 
in  the  cause  ;  that  if  the  mere  production  of  an  ancient 
will  was  sufficient  proof,  the  thirty  years  must  be  com- 
puted from  the  death  of  the  party,  when  it  first  had 
any  operation,  and  must  end  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  or  at  all  events  upon  the  filing  of  the  answer  con- 
testing its  validity  (a) ;  secondly,  that  under  the  devise  of 
the  estate  called  Ashfbrd  Holly  the  hall  or  mansion  and 
a  few  acres  of  land  passed,  and  no  the  whole  166  acres; 
thirdly,  that  he  was  not  accountable  for  the  intermediate 
rents,  or  at  all  events  not  for  more  than  six  years ;  and, 

lastly, 

(ff)  See  M*K9mre  v.  Frater^      Tvcker  v.  Sanger,    M*Clelttml, 
9  Fet.5.;  Doc  dem.  Oldliam  v.      434.    S.C,  13  Price,  119.,  and 
WoBey,  8  Bam.  ^  Or.  22.;  Hot-^      see  Earl  of  Fhigal  v.  Blake, 
torn  V.  IMnf  ,  1  MoL  30.    On    .  1  MoUoy,  119. 
the  last  point  lea  the  cues  of 
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lastly,  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  issue  deoUavii  vel  non 
to  try  the  validity  of  the  will,  or,  at  least,  to  determine 
the  question  of  parcels* 

Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.  Roupell^  and  Mr.  Wilkock^  for  other 
Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  such  a  case  as  this,  I  ought  not  to  ask  for  a  reply. 
It  seems  to  me  too  clear  a  case.  The  only  point  on 
which  I  had  a  doubt  was,  whether  under  any  circum- 
stances the  heir  at  law  might  not  have  an  issue  devisavii 
vel  non.  Three  points  have  been  raised  here  by  way  of 
defence.  First,  that  it  is  not  proved  that  there  was  any 
such  will :  secondly,  supposing  there  was  such  a  will, 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  whole  of  this  estate 
passed  by  it :  thirdly,  if  it  shall  appear  there  was  such  a 
will,  and  that  such  an  estate  passed  by  it,  then  that  the 
Defendant  is  not  bound  to  account  for  the  rents  and 
profits  beyond  six  years. 

This  case  certainly  surpasses  any  thing  I  have  met 
with.  The  testator  had  purchased  an  estate  in  Shrop^ 
shire,  which  was  called  the  estate  of  Ashford  Hall,  or 
Ash/ord  Hall  estate,  which  estate  is  described  in  several 
deeds  executed  before  the  date  of  the  will;  the  tes- 
tator then  makes  this  will,  <*  As  it  is  my  wish  and 
desire,'*  &c 

The  will  was  dated  on  the  26th  of  April  1808.  The 
testator  died  in  April  1811,  and  the  will  was  proved  a 
Tery  short  time  afterwards.  The  Defendant  Thomas 
Bourle  Bicketts,  who  was  himself  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  a  mortgage  on  the  greatest  part,  though  not  the  whole 
of  the  property,  accepted  the  devise,  and,  with  his  co- 

trustee. 
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trustee,  took  upon  himself  the  execution  of  the  trust.        1844. 

In  the  same  year  he  advertised  the  whole  for  sale,  and 

described  the  whole  as  the  Aslifard  Hall  estate,  or  the 

estate  called  Ashford  Hallj  and  as  consisting  of  166  acres 

of  land,  being  the  whole  of  the  land  and  property  which 

is  DOW  in  question.    A  sale  was  not  then  effected,  and 

in  the  following  year,  he,  consistently  with  the  duty 

which  w^as  imposed  upon^him,  together  with  Mr.  Halli- 

faxi  again  advertised  the  property  for  sale,  not  in  the 

same  words,  but  in  words  quite  sufficiently  descriptive  to 

shew  that  the  whole  was  meant.    It  is  therefore  a  matter 

-  beyond  all  question,  and  a  purely  idle  thing  to  doubt,  for 

t  moment,  that  he  and  his  co-trustee  accepted  the  de« 

fise  made  to  them  in  trust:  —  that  they  undertook  to 

perform  the  trust,  and  at  that  time  fairly,  honestly,  and  in 

dae  discharge  of  their  duty  endeavoured  to  perform  the 

tnist,  by  selling  the  estate,  in  order  that  the  proceeds 

might  be  divided,  according  to  the  direction  of  the  will. 

The  second  attempt  to  sell  was  not  more  successful  than 

the  first.     Several  years  elapsed  which  have  not  been 

iccounted  for,  but  there  appears  to  have  been  a  treaty, 

which  ended  successfully  in  the  sale  of  a  portion  of 

the  estate   to   Miss  Btickley.     The  Defendant,   Mr. 

Sictetts,  took  an  active  part  upon  that  occasion,  and 

^e  have  his  correspondence  on  the  treaty;  in  which 

there  appears  to  have   been   not  the  least  doubt  or 

hesitation   as   to  the  name  of  the  estate,   as   to  what 

Passed  by  the  devise,  or  as  to  the  duty  of  himself  and 

^^  co-trustee. 

Upon  the  performance  of  the  contract  with  Miss 
^^ckley^  a  conveyance  was  executed  to  her,  in  which 
^  testator's  will  is  recited,  and  this  gentleman  and  his 
^trustee,  as  trustees,  join  in  conveying.  It  is  clear 
from  this  deed,  that  the  particular  attention  of  this  gen- 
tleman was  called,  and  must  have  been  ^tlled^  at  the 

VouVII.  H  time, 
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time»  to  his  own  character  as  heir-at-law;  for  after  con- 
veying as  trustee,  he,  in  his  character  of  heir,  ratiBes 
and  confirms  what  had  been  previously  done  by  the 
trustees ;  yet  he  now  affects  to  say,  in  the  first  place, 
that  there  was  no  such  duly  executed  will,  and,  in  the 
next  place,  that  a  very  small  portion,  and  not  the  whole 
of  these  lands,  passed  by  the  will.  This  is  by  no 
means  all.  There  continue  a  series  of  transactions, 
further  negotiations  with  this  lady,  and  a  correspon- 
dence, which  further  evidences  the  nature  of  the  case. 
It  certainly  is  not  without  considerable  surprise  that 
one  hears  such  a  defence  raised  after  what  has  taken 
place. 


Afterwards  one  of  his  brothers  becomes  a  bankrupt, 
and  the  estate,  as  to  two  sixth  parts  of  it,  becomes 
vested  in  his  assignees,  and  then  in  the  year  1835  this 
gentleman,  being  called  upon  to  give  an  account  of  this 
trust,  does  not  raise  the  smallest  question  as  to  the  will, 
or  as  to  what  passed  by  it,  or  as  to  what  was  his  duty  as 
trustee  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  estate.  He  however 
$ets  up  a  most  extraordinary  claim ;  for,  admitting  that 
there  was  this  trust  for  a  sale,  and  that  it  was  to  be 
made  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  his  brothers  and 
sisters,  he  says,  "  Oh,  but  there  is  no  devise  at  all  of 
the  rents  intermediate  between  the  death  of  the  testator 
and  the  sale  of  the  estate.  I  may  keep  the  estate  unsold 
for  forty  years,  and  the  persons  who  are  objects  of  the 
trust  are  entided  to  no  benefit  trom  the  rents  to  accrue 
in  the  mean  time.*'  That  is  what  he  seems  to  have  said 
in  his  examinalioQ  under  the  bankruptcy. 


It  is  really  not  worth  while  to  go  any  fiirther,  thougfa 
there  are  other  things  stated,  as  the  account,  &&»  of  the 
proof  of  which  I  am  not  well  satbfied.  I  have  stated, 
however^  fl^  more  than  enough  to  make  it  abaolotdy 

incnmbent 
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incumbent  on  the  Court  to  say^  that  there  is  abundant        IS^^. 

proof  of  his  continued  acting  as  trustee.   It  is  proved  that 

be  has  acted  as  trustee,  claimed  the  right  to  be  devisee 

of  the  trust,  admitted  that  he  was  to  perform  his  trust 

from  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  for  the  full  period 

of  twenty-five  years,  and  it  is  plain  that  he  has  done 

this  with  his  eyes  constantly  open,  and  perfectly  well 

knowing  all  the  circumstances ;  there  is  not  a  pretence 

to  the  contrary,  except  what  I  shall  presently  notice. 

The  assignees  of  the  bankrupt   brother  filed   this 
bill  in   December  18S6.     The   evasive  and   improper 
conduct  of  this  Defendant,  as  to  the  mode  of  answer* 
ing  the  bill,  can  have  no   effect  on  his  rights  at  the 
h^ng;   but  he  did   certainly,  in   the   most  extraor- 
dinary manner,  evade  answering  the  bill,  for  reasons 
vhich  would  bear  no  consideration  at  all.     However, 
At  length  an   answer  is  obtained,  and  what   does  he 
>ay  and  put  in  issue  ?    He  admits,  in  the  third  answer, 
that  the  testator  was  seised,  that  he  di^ly  made  and 
poblished   his   last  will,   of   such   date,  and  to  such 
purport  and  effect  as  in  the  bill  mentioned.     He  ad- 
'nits  the   testator  was  of  sound  mind.      Whether   it 
^^  executed  so  as  to  pass  freehold  estates,  he  sub- 
'Aits  to  the  Court;   he  raises   a  question   upon  that. 
Tben  he  states  that  this  Ashford  Hall  estate,  which 
be   had   admitted  over  and  over   again    to   consist  of 
166  acres  of  land,  consisted  of  a  messuage,  garden,  and 
^  00,  and  ten  acres  of  land.     He  repeats  the  same 
^ing  over   and  over  again   in   different  parts  of  the 
Answer,   and   says   afterwards,   that,   according    to  his 
luiowledge  and  belief,   the   only   estate  in   Shropshire 
^Ued  Ashford  Hall  which  passed  by  the  will,  and  is 
thereby  directed  to  be  sold,  was  a  capital  messuage 
and  appurtenances,  together  with  part  only  of  his  other 
freehold  estate. 

H  2  Does 
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Does  he  or  not  mean  to  admit  that  that  part  passed? 
I  am  very  much  disposed  to  think,  if  it  were  necessary 
to  determine  that  question,  that  he  did  admit  that  part 
passed,  consequently  that  there  was  a  good  devise,  and 
consequently  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have  an  issue  of 
devisavit  vel  non.  However,  it  is  ambiguous :  the  answer 
is  prepared  with  studied  ambiguity,  for  the  very  pur- 
pose, I  presume,  of  preventing  him  from  committing 
himself,  in  the  way  he  might  have  done,  if  he  had  said 
there  was  a  good  devise  of  this  or  not  a  good  devise 
of  the  other  part  of  the  estate.  He  did  not  wish  to  do 
that,  but  to  express  himself  in  such  ambiguous  terms  as 
to  avoid  the  consequences  which  might  arise  from  a 
distinct  statement  of  the  fact. 


I  was  very  anxious  to  ascertain,  among  other  things^ 
what  it  was  that  this  gentleman  supposed  he  had  dis- 
covered after  this  bill  had  been  filed,  and  when  he  was 
called  upon  to  state  what  passed  by  the  devise,  and 
which  discovery  caused  a  total  alteration  of  the  opi- 
nion, upon  which  he  had,  advisedly,  acted  for  not  less 
than  twenty-five  years.  What  he  says  is  this,  "  that  he 
did  not  know,  until  he  was  called  upon  by  the  original 
bill  to  state  what  the  Ashford  Hall  estate  consisted  of, 
that  the  testator  was  seised  of  any  thing  so  called  except 
his  mansion-house  in  Shropshire^  or  of  any  real  estate 
which  would  not  have  passed  under  a  devise  of  his  man- 
sion-house in  Shropshire  called  Ashford  Hall ;  and  the 
Defendant  then  discovered,  for  the  first  time,  that  the 
testator  had  shrubberies  and  fish  pools,  which  had  been 
purchased  from  an  adjoining  estate  a  few  years  before 
he  purchased  the  property,  and  were  then  so  called,  as 
well  as  the  said  mansion-house,  and  would  not  have 
passed  under  a  devise  of  the  mere  mansion-house  only.'' 


I  was 
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I  was  curious  to  see  how.  these  things  were  de«  184'4'. 
scribed  in  these  deeds — it  was  rather  important  to  do 
so.  The  deeds  convey  *^  all  that  capital  messuage  or 
mansion-house,  with  the  gardens,  shrubberies,  stables, 
fish  pools,  coach-house,  building,  and  appurtenances 
thereto  belonging,  called  Jshford  HallJ*  Now  he  has 
not  attempted  to  shew  by  the  least  distinction  that  those 
words  do  not  apply. 

The  real  question  is,  whether  I  am  to  direct  an  issue 
upon  one  point  or  the  other.  The  Defendant's  counsel 
does  not  desire  that  I  should  take  any  admission  from 
him^  therefore  I  will  consider  it  as  not  admitted  at  all. 
The  will  is  proved  sufficiently  for  this  Court  to  establish 
it;  it  is  proved  to  be  thirty  years  old  from  the  date  to 
the  time  when  it  is  produced ;  and  sufficient  authority 
has  been  produced  from  the  decisions  at  common  law 
that  this  is  enough*  Since  I  came  into  Court,  the  Re- 
gistrar has  reminded  me  that  I  had  a  case  here,  on 
the  same  subject-matter,  some  time  since,  and  in  which 
the  same  point  was  decided*  I  apprehend  that  this  is 
perfectly  clear,'and  that  the  proof  is  sufficient.  This  is, 
therefore,  a  case  of  the  will  being  proved,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  established  without  an 
issue  devisavit  vel  non.  I  quite  concur  in  the  opinion 
that  was  expressed  by  Chief  Baron  Alexandn- in  the  case 
cited.  It  is  the  ordinary  course  to  grant  an  issue  at  the 
request  of  an  heir,  but  it  is  not  a  necessary  course,  when 
the  special  circumstances  are  such  as  to  make  it  mani- 
festly improper.  Now  no  case  has  been  produced 
from  the  books,  in  which,  upon  special  reasons  assigned, 
the  heir  at  law  has  been  refused  such  an  issue  to  try  his 
right  at  law,  and  I  have  not  met  with  any  such  case 
myself;  the  case  before  Chief  Baron  Alexander  was  not 
one,  for  there  it  was  granted.  I  am  therefore  under  the 
necessity  of  making  a  precedent  in  this  case.  Mr. 
H  3  .  Ricketls 
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1844.  RicketU  will  have  the  benefit  of  consideriDg  it  as  a  point 
newly  decided,  if  be  thinks  fit  to  do  so.  I  adopt,  how- 
ever, the  opinion  of  Chief  Baron  Alexander^  in  which  I 
concur;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  special  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  are  such,  as  to  make  it  proper 
to  act  upon  that  opinion.  I  am  of  opinion  they  are. 
What,  shall  a  trustee,  taking  upon  himself  a  trust 
in  the  year  1811,  proceeding  towards  the  execution 
of  it,  carrying  part  of  it  into  execution,  procuring 
the  payment  to  himself  of  the  mortgage,  which  was  to 
be  paid  in  execution  of  that  trust,  and  proceeding 
throughout  the  whole  course  of  this  business  in  the 
manner  he  has  done  in  this  case,  when  the  will  is  pro- 
duced and  proved,  when  he  himself  does  not  deny  its 
validity  by  his  answer,  be  permitted  to  say,  after  all  this 
length  of  time,  **  Whatever  inconvenience  may  happen 
to  the  parties,  I  have  a  right  to  have  this  matter  tried  by 
an  issue  devisavit  vel  non  ?  "  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is 
not  so  entitled.  The  special  circumstances  of  this  case 
seem  to  me  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule,  and  bring 
it  within  the  particular  rule  mentioned  by  Chief  Baron 
Alexander.  1  have  great  doubt  whether  this  gentle- 
man will  ever,  in  any  way  whatever,  be  brought  to  say 
that  he  does  not  believe  that  the  will  was  duly  executed 
by  his  father.  I  believe  there  are  boundaries  beyond 
which  he  will  not  go. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  I  am  to  direct  an  issue 
to  try  parcel  or  no  parcel.  It  would  be  absurd  to  do  it 
after  what  has  passed  here,  after  what  is  contained  in 
these  deeds,  after  the  description  given  by  this  gentle* 
man  himself,  after  the  correspondence  produced  under 
his  own  hand,  in  which  he  admits  all  these  things,  and 
upon  his  statement  in  his  answer,  that  the  only  things 
he  has  described  are  the  fish  ponds  and  the  shrubbery, 
which  were  acquired  a  few  years  before  the  testator  pur* 
•  chased 
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cha.^^  the  estate.     It  would  be  absurd  if  I  were  to  do        1844. 
it.  This  Court  is  not  bound  to  direct  an  issue  to  try  a 

ma.^^er  of  this  kind,  if  it  is  satisfied  upon  the  evidence 
befo  re  it.  I  am  clearly  satisfied  the  whole  of  this  passed, 
and.  I  must,  therefore,  so  declare,  in  the  decree  I  am  to 
msiLke. 

nrhe  next  question  is,  whether  there  is  to  be  an  account 

of  t.1ie  rents.    Can  any  body  doubt,  that  a  trustee,  taking 

possession  of  an  estate,  receiving  the  rents,  applying  them 

to  his  own  use,  professing,  down  to  the  year  1835,  that  he 

intends  to  execute  the  trust,  professing  beyond  all  doubt 

or     question,  therefore,  that  he  holds  the  possession  for 

til  ^  use  of  the  cestui  que  trust  —  are  we  to  be  told,  there 

ha^  been  no  demand  of  it,  because  they  have  confided 

in    Ills  professions,  that  the  trust  was  to  be  executed  by 

sal^  down  to  the  time  when  this  bill  was  filed  in  1836, 

arB  cJ  that,  therefore,  they  are  not  to  call  upon  him  for 

^t^y  accounts  whatever,  but  that  he  is  to  be  allowed  to 

'f^piy  the  rents  he  has  received  for  his  cestui  que  trust 

^    Jiis  own  use?     Upon  none  of  these  points  do  I  feel 

tk^^t  1  ought  to  hesitate  at  all. 

^J^pon  the  first  point,  it  is  very  possible  this  is  a  new 
"^^^i^ion,  and  it  is  very  possible  it  may  deserve  con- 
*'"^^ation  elsewhere.  I  have,  however,  stated  what  is 
^^y    cleliberate  opinion  upon  it. 

"Xi^e  will  must  be  established.    It  must  be  declared 

^^^   the  whole  of  the  testator's  land  in  Shropshire  passed 

^y  Xbis  will.     Then  there  must  be  an  account  taken  of 

^^^    rents  as  prayed  for  by  the  bill,  except  only  that 

^^^   Plaintiff  must  not  have   annual  rests  in  the  ao- 

^unts.    In  taking  the  accounts  care  must  be  taken  with 

^^pect  to  the  mortgage.     This  gentleman  was  entitled 

^  have  the  interest  of  the  mortgage,  therefore,  in  taking: 

H  4  the 
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1844.  the  accounts,  he  must  be  allowed  up  to  the  time  when 
the  mortgage  was  paid  off.  There  must  be  an  occupa- 
tion rent  set  upon  this  property  during  the  time  the 
Defendant  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  property. 

Lastly  comes  the  question  as  to  the  costs,  and  I  am 
bound  to  take  into  consideration  the  whole  conduct  of 
the  Defendant.  He  must  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit  up 
to  this  hearing.  Reserve  the  costs  of  the  subsequent 
proceedings.  The  costs  of  the  co-Defendants  must  be 
paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  instance,  and  they  to 
recover  them  over  against  the  Defendant. 


Jan.  16. 19.  In  re  BROUGH. 

The  clerk      f¥lHIS  was  a  petition  of  a  patentee,  praying  that  the 
ment^o^ce"  enrolment    of  his    patent  might  be  cancelled  or 

cannot  receive  vacated,    under  the  following  circumstances,  stated   in 

an  enrolnent      ... 

conditionally,    the  petition :  — 

and  the 

Master  of  the 

Rolls  refused         The  petitioner  obtained  a  patent  dated  the  3d  ofjtme 

va^e^n  en«    1S*^>  subject  to  the  usual  conditions  for  making  it  void 

rolment  of  a     Jn  default  of  the  patentee  enrolling  a  specification  within 

Sliidi^had'*     six  months  "next  and  immediately  after  the  date  of 

been  left  at       the  letters  patent." 
the  office,  and  ^ 

had  been  en- 

ii^^indinff        ^^^  specification  being  acknowledged  by  the  peti- 
dinctiontnot  tioner,  was,  on  Monday  the  4th  day  of  December  1843, 
ftrtKr  ofdo*.    ^^"  ^^  ^^^  enrolment  office  and  delivered  to  a  clerk 
in  attendance  there,  with  written  instructions  annexed 
not  to  enrol  it  until  further  order,  it  being  doubtful, 

whether 
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irhether  the  enrolment  of  it  on  Monday  the  4'th  of 
lieeember  would  be  in  sufficient  time  to  prevent  the 
letters  patent  from  being  void. 

The  written  instructions  were  as  follows :  '^  BrougKs 
specification.  To  be  left  at  the  enrolment  office ;  but 
as  yesterday  was  the  last  day,  and  it  being  doubtful 
whether  the  patent  is  not  void,  although  the  last  day 
was  on  a  Sunday^  we  do  not  wish  it  enrolled  at  present, 
until  further  advised  as  to  its  utility.  If  we  wish  it  to 
be  enrolled,  it  will,  of  course,  be  marked  as  of  to-day." 

On  the  6th  of  December  the  petitioner  again  called  at 
the  enrolment  office,  when  the  clerk  referred  to  the  fact 
of  having  received  the  specification,  upon  the  terms  of 
the  aforesaid  instructions,  but  stated  that  if  it  was 
intended  to  be  enrolled,  it  was  necessary  that  he  should 
be  informed  of  such  intention. 

The  petitioner,  being  advised  not  to  rely  on  the  first 
patent,  applied  for  a  new  grant,  and  there  being  no 
opposition,  it  was  probable  that  the  new  grant  would 
be  completed  in  a  fortnight 

The  petitioner's  agent,  on  the  9th  o\  January^  applied 
at  the  enrolment  office  for  the  specification,'  *<  when  he 
was  informed,  to  his  great  surprise,  that  the  same  had 
been  enrolled,  notwithstanding  the  written  instructions 
to  the  contrary.''  The  agent  required  that  it  might 
be  cancelled,  but  was  ultimately  informed  that  it  could 
not  be  cancelled  without  an  onler  of  the  Master  of  the 
Roils. 

The  patentee,  by  his  petition,  stated,  that  his  interest 
might  be  most  prejudicially  affected,  if  such  unautho- 
rised eDrolment  was  allowed  to  remain  uncancelled  and 

unvacated. 


Im  re  Baough. 
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1844.  un vacated,  and  that  he  would  be  prepared  to  enrol  a 
specification  of  his  invention,  as  soon  as  .the  letters 
patent  for  which  he  was  applying  were  sealed,  which 
would  be  in  about  a  fortnight  He  prayed  that  the  en- 
rolment of  the  patent  might  be  cancelled  or  vacated. 

Mr.  James  Parker,  in  support  of  the  petition,  referred 
to  Ex  parte  Peck,  (a) 


Jan.  19.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  make  any  order  on  this  petition.  The  case 
cited  of  Ex  parte  Beck  does  not  apply ;  for  on  enquiry, 
I  find,  that  in  that  case  there  had  been  no  enrolment, 
and  the  question  was,  if  there  was  to  be  an  amendment 
or  a  new  patent. 

Here  the  specification  was  taken  to  the  enrolment 
office  on  the  4th  of  December,  and  nothing  was  done 
until  the  9th  of  January. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  specification  can  be  delivered 
into  the  office  only  for  the  purpose  of  being  enrolled. 
To  make  the  enrolment  is  in  such  a  case  the  sole  busi- 
ness of  the  office ;  tlie  petitioner  had  no  right  to  give 
special  directions  to  the  clerk  there,  and  if  he  meant  to 
keep  any  control  over  the  enrolment,  he  ought  to  have 
kept  the  specification  in  his  own  hands.  It  was  no  part 
of  the  officer's  duty  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  petitioner 
in  such  a  matter. 

I  had  rather  not  say  more  as  to  this  matter,  or  as  to 

y  the  effixt  of  the  Sd  of  December  being  a  Stmdigfj  fur- 

i  '  tber,  than  it  appears  to  me  a  serious  question,  whether 

the  petitioner  can  be  relieved  by  any  authority  less  than 

an  act  of  parliament. 

(a)  lBro.C.C.S7S. 
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1848. 

Marquis    of  HERTFORD    v.  Lord   LOWTHER,     June  9.10. 


(The  Countess  BERCHTOLDTS  Case.) 


Vec,  IS. 


THE  lale  Marquis  of  Hertford^  the  testator  in  this  ^  testator  be- 
qneathed  as 
cause,  having,  by  several  codicils  to  his  will,  made  follows :  — 

large  provisions  for  his  ward  the  Countess  Berchtoldij  ^^Ide^  J?*  ^'* 

by  a  codicil  dated  Boulogne'Sur^MeVi  17th  of  Seplem*  trianmeuu^ 

her  1835,    bequeathed    as    follows:  — "To   Matilda  ^^^'^^ 

Countess  Berchtoldt^    besides  Austrian  mctalliques  for  florins,  I  give 

SOOOl  **     Rv 

104^000  florins,  I  give  5000/."  '  a  subsequent 

codicil  be  be- 
,..,,,    ,^  <l"^thed  as 

By  another  codicil,  dated  Mtlan^  27th  of  January  follows:— 

1887,  h€  bequeathed  as  follows  :  —  *•  Whereas  I  have,  ha^J^brfn-  ^ 

by  indorsement  on    two   little  parcels  containing  104  dorseroenton 

Austrian  bonds  of  1000   florins  each,  given   them  to  cIls  conlw"' 

Matilda  Countess  Berchtoldty  I  confirm  said  disposition,  ^""S  J04  Aut- 

,     -ii       .    ^^  ^^^1    Ti     f  »  >.  /nfl«  bonds  of 

and  add  to  it  20,000/.  Engltsh  currency."  1000  florins 

eacb,  given 
them  to  M, 
By  a  subsequent  codicil,  dated  in  April  1839,  he  rati-  C.  B,;  I  con- 

fied  and  confirmed  his  will  and  codicil.  J^^ J^JJ  ^ 

add  to  it 
20  000/** 

The  Master,  by  his  separate  report,  made  pursuant  to  Hgy^  ^^^ 

the  decree,  found,  that  the  testator  did  not  die  pos-  ^^*'  ^^^  tes- 
'         -,      n    1        ^        '  ».  /•         ^  /I.       tator,  as  to 

sessed  of  the  Austrian  metalliques  for  104,000  florins  the  AuttHan 

(mentioned  in  the  codicil  of  the  17th  oi  September  1835),  f^^"^^^®*' J®" 

or  of  the  104  Austrian  bonds  (mentioned  in  the  codicil  same  subject- 

of  the  27th  of  Januaty  18»7) ;  and  he  therefore  found,  Jhrt^^tl""* 

that  the   legacies  of  Austrian   metalliques  for  104,000  not  possessing 

florins,  and  104  Austrian  bonds  of  1000  florins  each,  at^his^death*" 

^ere  ^^^^  '^^  ^*^'  of 
them  failed ; 
4ind,  secondly,  that  the  gifts  of  the  two  sums  of  5000/.  and  2n,ooo/.  cthou;;h  both 
were  connected  with  the  gift  of  the  same  Austrian  securities)  were  cumulative  and 
not  substitutional. 

Where  a  testator,  hoving  ^ivcn  a  general  legacy,  bj^  a  subsequent  instrument  makes 
It  specific,  the  ademption  of  the  specific  legacy,  without  more,  will  not  set  up  the 
g^^neralk^cy. 
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1843.        were  adeemed.    And  he  Further  found,  that  the  legacy  of 

Vr^^V^     20,000/.,  mentioned  in  the  codicil  of  the  27th  oi  January 

of  Hertford  1837  was  a  substitution  for  the  legacy  of  5000/.  meo- 

j^J^         tioned  in  the  codicil  of  the  17th  ot  September  1885 ;  and 

LowTHBR.     in  conformity  with  the  finding,  the  Master,  in  taking 

an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Countess  Berchtoldtj 

excluded  the  bequests  contained  in  the  codicil  of  the 

17th  of  Sepfcmbej'  1835,  and  the  bequest  of  104?  Austrian 

bonds  of  1000  florins  each,  mentioned  in  the  codicil  of 

the  27th  of  January  1837. 

The  Countess  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report, 
and,  admitting  the  legacy  of  104  Austrian  bonds  for 
1000  florins  each  was  a  specific  legacy  and  adeemed, 
she  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  legacies  alleged  to  be 
given  by  the  codicil  of  the  17lh  of  September  1885,  and 
also  to  the  20,000/.  given  by  the  codicil  of  the  27th  of 
January  I837« 

Mr.  G.  Turner'  and  Mr.  Tripp^  for  the  Countess 
Berchtoldt. 

Mr.  Pcmberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  FoUeit,  for  the  cxe* 
cutors. 

Sir  C.  WctherelU  Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  Schombergp 
for  the  residuary  legatee. 


Bee.  12.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  amount  and  description,  Austrian  meiaUtques  for 
104,000  florins  have  the  same  meaning  with  104  Aus^ 
trian  bonds  for  1000  florins  each;  and  as  to  the  legacy, 
it  has  been  argued^  Ist^  That  the  first  gift  was  a  general 

legacy. 
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legacy,  (a)    Sdly,  That  the  second  gift,  which  is  a  spe-        1843. 
cific  legacy,  was  not  a  substitution  for  the  first (i),  and     ^"TP^*^^ 
3dly,  That  if  it  ought  to  be  so  considered/the  ademption  of  Hertford 
of  the  substituted  legacy  operated  as  a  revivor  of  the         J^'. 
gift  for  which  it  was  substituted.  Lowther. 

Looking  minutely  at  the  words  used  by  the  testator 
m  both  the  codicils  in  question ;  —  observing  that  in  the 
second  of  them  he  evidently  treated  the  gift  as  having 
been  made  by  the  indorsement  on  the  parcels,  and  that 
by  the  first  of  them  he  rather  alludes  to  the  gift  as 
having  been  otherwise  made,  than  as  being  then  made, 
I  think  that  be  must  be  considered  as  referring  to  the 
same  subject-matter,  the  same  specific  legacy  in  both 
instruments,  and  that  in  the  two  codicils  he  was  not  in- 
tending to  make  two  distinct  gifts,  or  two  gifts  of  which 
the  last  was  to  be  a  substitution  for  the  first,  but  was 
intending  to  allude  to  one  gift  otherwise  made;  but 
if  the  case  were  otherwise,  if  the  first  of  these  two 
codicils  gave  a  general  legacy,  and  the  second  a  specific 
legacy,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  subject  of  the 
gift  was  the  same.  It  does  not,  indeed,  appear  by  proof, 
that  the  testator  actually  possessed  Attstrian  metalliques 
for  104,000  florins  on  the  17th  oi  September  1835.  It 
may  possibly,  however  improbably,  have  been,  as  now 
argued,  that  he  meant  such  securities  to  that  amount  to 
be  purchased,  out  of  his  general  estate,  for  the  legatee, 
and  that  he  afterwards  purchased  the  same  amount 
himself,  and  made  a  specific  gift  or  legacy  of  them. 
Even  if  this  improbable  state  of  facts  appeared,  I  could 

not 

(o)  Bohinson    v.  AddUon,  3  SUS.;  Ouy  v.  Sharp^  1  Myl.  4* 

Beaoan^SlS.i  Bronsdanv.  fFiit-  K.  589.;  Boblcy  ▼.  Robley,  2 

ier.  Ambler^  56.;  AUen  v.  Callow^  Bcaoan,  95. ;  Wrajf  v.  Fields  6 

5   Yes.  889.;  and  Barclay  v.  Mad.ZQO.\  Mackewey.  Mac* 

IVaiMwnghl^  5  Vet.  462.  kcwae^  8  Ruit.  268. 

(6)  Hunt  V.  Beach^  5  Mad. 
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not  find  any  ground  for  presuming,  that  he  intended  to 

give  the  amount  as  a  specific  legacy  in  one  codicil^  and 

of  Hrrtpord  leave  his  executors,  acting  under  the  former  codicil, 

j^^^         subject  to  the  obligation  of  purchasing  an  equal  amount 

LowTHBR.     for  the  same  legatee  out  of  his  general  assets.     I  should 

find  it  necessary  to  conclude,  that  the  specific  legacy 

was   intended  to  be  a  substitution  for  the  first ;  and  if 

the  testator  himself  made  a  legacy  specific,  which  was 

at  first  uitended  to  be  general,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

ademption  of  the  specific  legacy,  without  more,  would 

not  set  up  the  general  legacy.    It  therefore  appears  to 

me  that  the  Master's  report  is  right,  in  not  finding  any 

thing  to  be  due  to  the  Countess  Berchtoldt  in  respect  of 

the  104<,000  florins  mentioned  in  the  two  codicils. 

The  Master  has  further  considered,  that  the  gifts  of 
sterling  money  mentioned  with  the  104,000  florins  in 
the  two  codicils  were  connected  with  the  gifts  of  the 
florins  so  closely,  as  to  make,  in  each  case,  an  united 
legacy ;  and  that  the  legacy  in  the  latter  codicil,  florins 
and  sterling  money  together,  were  a  substitution  for  the 
legacy  in  the  former  codicil,  florins  and  sterling  money 
together.  He  has  also  considered,  that  the  gift  of 
florins  in  the  second  of  the  two  codicils,  being  spe- 
cific and  adeemed,  left  the  20,000/.  a  gift  in  sub- 
stitution for  the  5000/.  in  the  former  codicil.  The 
question  appears  to  me  to  be  attended  with  some  doubt, 
but,  upon  consideration,  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
Master's  view  of  the  case.  Looking  at  the  several 
codicils  annexed  to  the  will,  i  think  that  if  the  104,000 
florins  had  never  been  mentioned,  the  legatee,  the 
Countess  Berchtoldt^  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
5000/.  given  by  the  codicil  of  the  17th  of  September 
1835,  and  also  to  the  20,000/.  mentioned  in  the  codicil 
of  the  27th  of  January  1837. 

The 
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The  idea  of  substitution  arises  from  the  connection  of        184'd. 
the  gifts  of  sterling  money  with    the   gifts  of  florins.     ^JP^*^^ 
They  might  have  been  so  connected,  so  united  or  con-  of  Hertford 
solidated,  that  upon  the  failure  or  ademption  of  the  gift         j^ 
of  florins  there  might  have  been  a  failure  or  ademption     Lowthbr. 
of  the  gift  of  sterling  money  ;  but  this  is  not  found  or 
even  contended  for.     What  then  is  the  nature  of  the 
connection  between    two  gifts,  which   admits  of  one 
standing,  whilst  the  other  fails,  and  yet  communicates  a 
qualification,  which  excludes  addition  to  a  former  gift, 
and  introduces  substitution  for  it  ?     It  would  be  vain  to 
conjecture,  for  what  reason  the  gifts  of  sterling  money 
were  at  all  connected  with  the  gifts  of  florins ;  but  what 
the  testator  seems  to  have,  in  efiect,  said,  is,  first,  I  have 
given  Countess  Berchtoldt  104,000  florins,  and  I  give 
her  besides  5000/.  sterling;   secondly,   I   have  given 
Conntess  Berchtoldt  104',000  [florins  by  indorsement  on 
two  little   parcels,  and   I  add  to   it  20,000/.   British 
currency. 

On  the  best  consideration  which  I  can  give  to  the 
subject,  and  diflering  from  the  Master  with  reluctance, 
because  I  think  the  question  doubtful,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  the  two  gifts  of  sterling  money  may  well  stand 
together;  and  having  read  through  all  the  codicils,  with 
the  view  of  ascertaining  from  the  various  modes  in 
which  the  testator  has  expressed  himself,  what  was 
probably  his  intention,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  20,000A 
ought  not  to  be  taken  as  a  substitution  for,  but  as  an 
addition  to,  the  gift  of  5000/.,  and  that,  in  this  respect, 
the  exception  must  be  allowed. 


Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  1  Ith  of  Februarjf  1845. 


112 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1843. 


Dec.  7.9.16, 


RICHARDSON  v.  HORTON. 


Settlement  by  fTHHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  exceptions 
the  heir,  upon      ■  i       * »  .  <-.  i      /•    i         • 

"^  to  the  Masters  report.  Several  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  will  be  found  in  a  former  report  of 
Farrow  v.  Rees.  (a) 


hii  marriage, 
of  the  ances- 
tor^i  estates, 
supported 
a^mst  the 
claims  of  the 
specialty  cre- 
ditors of  such 
ancestor. 

Sir  W.  H. 
died  indebted 
in  specialty. 
After  his 
death,  on  the 
marriage  of 
his  heiress,  a 
settlement 


Sir  Jflatis  Horton  died  on  the  5th  of  Naoember  1811, 
indebted  on  specialties  in  which  his  heirs  were  bound. 


He  left  an  only  daughter  his  heiress  at  law.     The  real 

estate  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  dispose  consisted  of 

reversions,  one  of  which  fell  into  possession  upon  his 

own  death.     By  his  will,  he  devised  his  real  estate  to 

was  executed,  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter.      He 

iwitin/the'^  ^'^  "^^  charge  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  his 

insufficiency     debts,  and  his  personal  estate  was  found  insufficient  to 
of  the  per-  , 

sonal  estate  to  pay  them, 
pay  the  debts, 
and  that  a 


considerable 
sum  was  due 
on  that  ac- 
count) a  part 
of  the  estates 
were  con- 


In  the  year  181 S  Mbs  Horton  married  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Rees.  On  that  occasion,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
then  intended  marriage,  and  for  the  purpose  of  provid- 
ing a  fund  for  payment  of  the  debts,  an  indenture,  dated 
▼eyed  to  pro-  ilie  5th  oi  Jtdy  1813,  was  executed,  by  and  between  the 
to  pay  the        Defendant  Mr.  Rees  of  the  first  part.  Miss  Horton  (de- 

debu,  and  the  scribed  as  the  heir  of  Sir  Watts)  of  the  second  part, 
remainder  was  , 

settled  ou  the  Lady  Horton  of  the  third  part.  Lord  Statdey  and  Wil^ 
heiress,  her  , .  „, 

intended  bus-  "^'" 

band,  and  (o)  4  Beav,  18. 

their  issue. 

Many  years  after,  the  produce  of  the  estates  appropriated  to  the  pajrment  of  the 
debts  was  found  insufficient.  Held,  that  the  circumstances  did  not  affi>rd  any  proof 
of  fraud,  or  any  want  of  bona  fides  in  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  that  the 
settled  estates  were  not  liable  to-  the  specialty  debts ;  and  that  even  if  a  want  of 
hona  fides  had  appeared,  relief  could  only  be  obtained  in  a  suit  putting  the  mala 
fidei  properly  in  issue. 
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Ham  Horlon  of  the  fourth  part,  and  William  Cross  and 
Join  Lee  of  the  fifth  part  This  deed^  amongst  other 
things,  recited  that  the  personal  estate  of  Sir  fVatts  was 
insuflScient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  that  a 
considerable  sum  was  due  on  that  account,  which  it  had 
always  been  the  wish  of  Lady  Horlon  and  Miss  Horton 
to  discharge:  that  a  marriage  was  intended  between 
Mr.  Rees  and  Miss  Hortariy  and  that  on  the  treaty  for 
the  same,  it  had  been  agreed,  that  a  part  of  the  estates 
should  be  sold,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  fund  for 
the  payment  of  all  the  debts  of  Sir  WattSy  and  that 
the  other  estates  should  be  settled;  and  that  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  her  daughter  to  make  the  settle- 
ment, Lady  Horton  had  agreed  to  relinquish  the  life 
estate  given  to  her  by  the  will;  and  it  was  thereby 
witnessed,  that  the  estates  were  conveyed  by  Lady 
Horton  and  Miss  Horton  to  Lord  Stanley  and  WiUiam 
Horton^  as  to  part  of  them,  in  trust  to  sell  and  to  apply 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  in  payment  of  all  the 
debts  of  Sir  WcUtSy  and,  after  full  payment  thereof,  to 
pay  any  surplus  to  Mr.  Rees  ;  and,  until  the  sale,  the 
rents  of  these  estates  were  made  payable  to  the  person, 
who,  for  the  time  being,  should  be  in  possession  of  the 
other  estates.  The  remainder  of  the  estates  were  to  be 
held  in  trust  for  Mr.  Rees  for  life ;  after  his  death,  pro- 
vision was  made  for  payment  of  a  jointure  to  his  widow, 
and  portions  for  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage, 
and,  subject  thereto,  the  estates  were  limited  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  the  marriage. 

The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed,  in  1824,  by  unsatisfied 
specialty  creditors  of  Sir  Watts  Horton.  It  was  not 
thereby  alleged  that  the  settlement  was  in  any  manner 
fraudulent ;  but  it  was  charged,  that  if  the  personal 
estate  was  insufficient  for  the^  payment  of  the  debts  of 
Sir  Watts^  the  deficiency  ought  to  be  made  good  out  of 
the  real  estates  devised  to  Miss  Horton^  subject  to  the 

V0L.VIL  /  life 


J84S. 


RiCHARDSOSf 
V. 

Horton. 


HORTON. 
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1843.        life  estate  of  Lady  Horton^  or  which  descended  on  Miss 

J*'^^"V*^     Horton ;  and  that,  notwithstanding:  the  settlement,  the 
Richardson  .  ,  ,.        ^  .  ,    ,        .  ^  . 

V.  specialty  creditors  were  entitled  to  have  a  sufficient  part 

of  all  the  estates  therein  comprised,  sold,  to  supply  the 

deficiency  of  the  personal  estate.     The  bill  prayed  for 

the  usual  accounts ;  and  if  the  personal  estate  and  also 

the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  estates  conveyed 

to  be  sold  should  be  insufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts, 

that  the  deficiency  should  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage 

of  the  other  real  estates  of  the  testator. 

The  Defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rees  and  'LadyHortonj 
in  their  answer,  stated  their  belief,  that  the  provision 
made  by  the  settlement  for  the  payment  of  all  the  debts 
of  Sir  Watts  was  fully  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  except 
such  of  the  debts  as  were  secured  by  mortgage.  The 
bill  charged  no  fraud,  and  the  answer,  necessarily,  con- 
tained no  defence  to  any  imputation  of  fraud. 

The  decree  ordered  that  the  usual  accounts  of  the 
personal  estate,  and  of  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  estates  conveyed  to  be  sold,  should  be  taken,  and 
directed  the  due  application  thereof;  and,  if  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  those  monies  should  be  insufficient  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master 
should  take  an  account  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator 
liable  to  pay  his  debts. 

The  Master,  having  found  that  the  personal  estate 
and  the  purchase  monies  of  the  estates  sold  were  insu& 
ficient  to  pay  the  debts,  proceeded  to  take  an  account  of 
the  real  estates  of  the  testator  liable  to  pay  his  debts ; 
and  it  appearing  that  all  the  unsold  estates  were  subject 
to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  he  found  that  there  was 
no  real  estate  of  the  testator  liable  to  pay  his  debts. 
The  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  his  report. 

Lady 


V, 
HORTON. 
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LfUdy  Horton  and  Mrs,  Bees  were  now  both  dead ;        184S. 

but  there  was  issae  of  the  marriaire  between  Mr.  and   ,^'^*'«^*^^ 
^.      -,  .  °  Richardson 

Mrs.  Bees. 

Mr.  TWwr  and  Mr.  Sogers  for  the  PlamtiflF  m  sup- 
port of  the  exceptions. 

Though  the  estate  was  reversionary,  still  it  formed 
assets  for  the  payment  of  the  testator's  specialty  debts; 
and  it  would  have  been  decreed  to  be  sold  for  that  pur- 
pose; Tyndale  y.  fVarre.  {a) 

^  At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  his  real  estate  was 
liable  to  the  payment  of  bis  specialty  debts :  the  remedy 
of  the  specialty  creditors  would  not  have  been  merely 
personal  against  the  heir,  in  respect  of  assets  descended, 
but  the  testator's  estate  would  specifically  have  been  made 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts.  Even  at  law  the 
judgment  would  be  that  the  creditor  ^*  do  recover  his 
debt  and  costs,  to  be  levied  of  the  lands  and  tenements 
which  were  of  the  testator  in  fee-simple  at  the  time  of 
his  death  (b) ; ''  and  in  equity  the  estate  would  have 
been  ordered  to  be  sold  for  payment,  (c)  The  Court 
would  order  a  receiver,  upon  a  deficiency  of  personal 
estate,  and  restrain  a  purchaser  from  paying  the  heir ; 
Green  t.  Lomes.  {d)  Such  were  the  rights  of  the  parties 
at  the  death  of  the  testator:  the  question  is,  whether  the 
heiress,  by  a  settlement  of  the  estate  on  herself  and  her 
fiimily,  could  defeat  those  rights.  By  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth  (e),  all  alienations  and  conveyances,  for  the 
intent  and  purpose  to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  cre- 
ditors, are  declared  to  be  clearly  and  utterly  void.  This 
settlement  was  a  mere  shift  and  contrivance  of  the 

heiress, 

(a)  Jacobs  219.  (d)  5  B.  C.  C.  217. 

lb)  TkUPs  Formt,  389.  (e)  13  Eliz.  c.  5.  J.  2. 

(c)  Seiim'i  Decreei^  84. 
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1843.        heiress,  who  was  bound  by  the  obligation  of  her  an- 

J'^'*^^^'"^'^     cestor,  to  delay  the  creditors,  and  would  be  void  under 

Richardson 

.     t^.  the  statute.     The  statute  of  the  SSl  ^JV.Sf  M.  c.  U. 

HoRTON.  makes  wills  void,  as  against  creditors  by  bond  bindmg 
the  testator's  heirs,  and  gives  a  remedy  against  the  heir 
and  devisee  jointly;  and  the  fifth  section  makes  the 
heir  answerable,  in  cases  where  he  sells  before  action 
brought ;  and  execution  may  be  taken  out  as  if  the  debt 
were  the  debt  of  the  heir,  ^'  saving  that  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  bond  Jide  aliened  before  the 
action  brought  shall  not  be  liable  to  such  execution," 
intimating  clearly,  that  the  lands  not  hon&  fide  aliened 
(as  in  the  present  case)  are  still  to  be  liable.  By  the 
combined  operation  of  these  two  statutes,  the  estate  still 
remains  liable  to  the  claim  of  the  bond  creditors. 

The  heir  ,at  law,  like  an  executor,  must  have  the 
means  of  selling  the  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding a  fund  for  the  discbarge  of  the  specialty  debts, 
and  a  bond  Jide  sale  for  that  purpose  would  be  pro- 
tected; but  by  settling  the  property  on  the  heiress's 
family,  no  fund  could  possibly  arise  for  the  discharge  of 
the  debts :  its  object,  on  the  face  of  it,  was  not  to  pay 
the  debts,  but  to  exclude  the  rights  of  the  creditors. 
The  settlement  recites  that  a  considerable  sum  was  due 
on  account  of  the  debts  of  the  testator,  and  that  the 
personal  estate  was  insufficient  for  the  payment,  and  yet 
it  is  attempted,  by  that  deed,  to  withdraw  the  real  estate, 
which  was  the  only  means  of  payment,  from  the  credi- 
tors. Every  person  taking  under  the  settlement  had 
notice  that  the  heiress  was  improperly  dealing  with  the 
estate  for  her  own  benefit,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  a  fund  for  payment  of  the  specialty  debts.  They 
are,  therefore,  bound  by  that  notice,  and  can  claim  no 
more  than  what,  in  equity,  the  settlor  herself  was 
entitled  to.  * 

That 
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That  a  conveyance  by  the  heir  may  be  fraudulent  1843. 
against  the  creditors  of  the  ancestor,  was  decided  so 
long  back  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coke.  In  GoocKs  case  (a) 
the  ancestor  was  indebted  in  bond;  an  action  was  Horton, 
brought  against  the  heir,  who  pleaded  riens  per  descent^ 
and  he  proved  that,  before  the  action  brought,  he  had 
enfeoffed  W.  G.  in  fee  of  the  descended  lands,  but  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  alleged  and  proved,  that  the  feoff- 
ment was  made  by  fraud  and  covin,  to  defraud  the 
plaintiff  of  his  action,  and  therefore  void  by  the  statute 
of  ISJ^iz.  c.  5.,  as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  so  held  by 
tlfe  whole  court 

Again,  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  in  such  a  case; 
Bateman  v.  Bafeman.  (b)  Where  **  a  man  bound  himself 
and  his  heirs  in  a  bond,  and  died  leaving  a  real  estate  to 
descend  to  his  heir,  and  the  heir  having  aliened  the 
real  estate,  the  obligee  brought  a  bill  against  the  heir 
and  purchaser,  to  be  relieved,  on  the  statute  (of  S  & 
4  fF«  4*  3f.)  against  fraudulent  devises,  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor  relieved  him/' 

A  purchaser,  where  there  are  debts,  is  not  required  to 
see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase  money ;  ^^  but  if  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  affords  intrinsic  evidence,  that 
the  executor,  in  the  mortgage  or  sale,  is  not  acting  in  the 
execution  of  his  duty,  but  is  committing  a  breach  of 
trust,  as  where  the  consideration  of  the  mortgage  or  sale 
is  a  personal  debt  due  from  the  executors  to  the  mort- 
gagee or  purchaser,  there  such  mortgagee  or  purchaser, 
being  a  party  to  the  breach  of  trust,  does  not  hold  the 
property  discharged  from  the  trusts,  but  equally  subject 
to  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  as  it  would  have 

been 

(fl)  5  BeporU,  60.  a.  {b)  1  Eq.  Ca,  Abr.  149.  pi.  6. 
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184S.       been  in  the  hands  of  the  executor.     The  same  principle 

J*^"^^^"*^^    is  applied  to  real  estate.'*     Watkins  v.  Cheek,  la) 
Richardson         ^^ 

V. 

HoBTON.  Yijg  f^^^  ^f  jj^^j^g  makes  this  case  differ  from  those 
decided.  In  Mathews  ▼•  Jones  {b)  the  defendants  were 
not  charged  with  notice  (c)  of  the  existence  of  any  of  the 
testator's  debts ;  and  in  Spademan  ▼•  TimbreU  (d)  there 
was  no  notice  of  the  existence  of  any  debts. 

In  Higgins  ▼•  Shaw  (e)  the  court  said,  ^^  If  a  man  sells 
lands  which  are  subject  to  bond  or  other  specialty  debts, 
this  court  presumes  that  the  purchase  money  is  to  be 
applied  to  the  discharge  of  those  debts ;  and  that  the 
sale  is  made  with  that  view,  and  the  purchaser  will  be 
discharged.  But  this  is  a  different  case,  for  here  the 
party  does  not  sell^  he  merely  settles  the  estate.  The 
case  as  against  John  is  still  stronger  —  he  first  wasted 
the  assets,  and  then,  two  years  after  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  put  the  estate  into  settlement." 

At  all  events,  the  life  estate  of  the  husband  is  still 
liable  to  the  specialty  creditors :  it  is  the  estate  to  which 
he  would  be  entitled,  y^r^  mariti^  independent  of  the  set- 
tlement, and  still  forms  part  of  the  testator's  estate. 
Where  a  iraud  is  committed,  the  court  will  lay  hold 
of  the  interest  of  any  party  concerned  in  it,  as  an  in- 
demnity to  the  parties  injured.    Burridge  v.  Bow.  {g) 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Koe  for  Mr.  Bees  and 
his  son.  The  question  is,  whether  a  mere  specialty  debt^ 
which  is  neither  charged  by  will  or  otherwise  on  an 
estate,  but  is  a  simple  legal  liability  to  be  enforced  by 

action 

{a)  8  Sim.  4-  ^.  199.  {d)  8  Sim.  255. 

{b)  2  Antt.  506.  (e)  2  Ih.  ^  War.  356. 

(c)  lb.  p.  51 1,  ig)  I  r.^  C.  (N.  C)  185. 
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action  or  suit  agaiost  the  person  and  property  of  the 
debtor,  constitutes  a  charge  or  lien  on  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  debtor,  or  remains,  after  his  death,  a  pure 
legal  demand,  to  be  enforced  against  the  heir  in  the 
usual  way. 

Here  is  a  bond  debt  which,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator, formed  no  charge  or  lien  on  his  estate,  how,  then, 
did  it  become  a  charge  or  lien  after  his  death  ?  There 
is  no  charge  of  debts  in  the  will,  nor  any  trust  for 
their  payment.  It  is  said  that  it  must  be  a  charge, 
because,  upon  a  judgment  or  decree,  payment  would  be 
enforced  out  of  the  testator's  estate :  it  is  quite  true  that 
payment  would  be  so  enforced,  but  that  is  by  force  of 
the  judgment :  it  is  no  more  than  would  have  resulted 
from  a  judgment  or  decree  against  the  testator  himself 
in  his  lifetime ;  but  here  there  is  no  judgment.  The 
class  of  cases  like  WcUkins  ▼.  Cheek  has  no  application, 
for  there  there  was  a  trust  created  by  the  testator,  here 
there  is  none. 


184S. 


R1CHARDS09 

V. 
HORTOM. 


It  is  said  that  the  settlement  was  fraudulent  and  void 
under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  ;  but  that  statute  has.no 
application  to  a  case  where  full  valuable  consideration  is 
given  for  the  property.  The  consideration  of  marriage 
has  always  been  held  to  be  sufficient  to  support  any  set- 
tlement. In  a  case  before  Sir  William  Grants  a  stock- 
broker, greatly  indebted,  married  his  mistress,  and  set- 
tled his  property  on  her :  it  was  supported  even  against 
his  creditors,  (a)  If  Sir  Watts  Horton  himself  had 
settled  the  estate  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter, 
could  it  have  been  impeached  by  hb  creditors  ?  How, 
then,  does  it  differ  that  the  heiress,  contracting  with  an 
intended  husband,  made  the  settlement  ?  The  value  of 
the  estates  exceeded  the  testator's  debts,  and  by  the  set- 
tlement 
(a)  Campion  v.  Cotton,  17  Ves.  263. 
/4 
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1848.        dement  a  provision  was  made  for  their  payment^  which 
J'^^^^^     at  the  time  was  ample,  and  it  is  not  now  shown  that  it 
V.  is  insufficient. 

HORTON. 

The  statute  of  the  S  &  4  William  and  Maty  (a)  does 
not  affect  the  question.  Previous  to  that  act,  the  de- 
visee was  not  h'able  to  the  testator's  debts,  and  the 
creditors  might  also  be  defeated  by  the  alienation  of 
the  heir  before  action  brought.  To  remedy  this,  the 
act  avoids  the  devise  as  against  the  creditor,  and 
enables  him  to  maintain  an  action  jointly  against  the 
heir  and  devisee.  By  the  5th  section  the  heir  is  made 
answerable  for  the  land  aliened  by  him  before  action, 
and  a  similar  liability  is  imposed  on  the  devisee.  The 
statute  gives  these  remedies  to  the  creditor,  but  in  no 
way  permits  him  to  follow  the  estate  into  the  hands  of  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration. 

This  case  was  decided  in  Spackman  v.  Timbrell  (b) : 
there  ^.,  who  was  a  trader  at  his  death,  and  indebted 
by  specialty  and  simple  contract,  devised  freehold  estates 
to  his  son  in  fee.  The  son,  on  his  marriage,  settled 
the  estates  on  his  wife  and  children,  and  afterwards 
died.  It  was  held  that  the  3  &  4  ^.  &  M.  c.  14.  and 
the  47  G.  S.  c.  74.  sess.  2.  did  not  charge  the  real  assetSf 
descended  or  devised,  with  the  ancestor's  debts,  but 
made  the  heir  or  devisee  personally  liable,  to  the  value 
of  the  assets ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  son's  widow  and 
children  were  entitled  to  hold  the  estates,  discharged 
from  the  debts  of  the  father.  In  that  case  the  settle- 
ment recited  the  will  and  the  devise  for  payment  of  the 
debts ;  and  the  notice  thereby  given  was  relied  on  in 
argument,  but  did  not  prevail.  Again,  in  Matievcs  v. 
Jofies  (c),  a  marriage  settlement  of  the  ancestor's  estate 

by 

(a)  Repealed  and  re-enacted  (6)  8  Sim.  953, 

hy  the  1 1  G.  4.  and  1  W.  4.  c.47.  (c)  2  Anttr.  506. 


HORTOK. 
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by  the  faeiri  who  was  also  devisee,  was  supported  against        I8i3. 

a  bond  creditor  of  the  ancestor.    Notice  of  the  testator*s  »^^*^^'"^^ 
debts  can  make  no  difference ;  for  if  the  debt  be  not  a  o. 

charge  on  the  estate,  no  notice  can  make  it  so. 

Lastly,  the  case  now  attempted  to  be  made  is  not 
stated  on  the  pleadings,  and  the  parties  have  had  no 
opportunity  of  meeting  it. 

Mr.  Turner  in  reply.  To  take  a  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth^  not  only  must  the  conveyance  be 
on  good  consideration,  but  ban&Jlde^  and  without  notice 
of  ^  covin,  fraud,  or  collusion." 

The  following  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  course  of 
the  argument :  —  Taumsend  v.  Westacott  {a) ;  Partridge 
V.  Gopp  ifi) ;  Braithwaite  v.  Britain  (c) ;  Ex  parte  Mor^ 
^  (rf) ;  Rogers  v.  Bogers.  {e) 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  clear,  that  the  specialty  creditors  of  Sir  Watts 

Hdrton  might,  on  his  death,  by  adopting  the  proper 

pi*€xeeding8,  have  obtained    payment  out  of  his  real 

estates;  but  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  bond  debts  did 

iiot  of  themselves  constitute  a  lien  or  charge  upon  those 

states.    The  estates  might  have  been  made  available : 

the  heir,  to  the  extent  of  assets,  was  bound  to  pay  the 

specialty  debts ;  andj   by  the  statute,   the  devisee  is 

placed,  substantially  and  for  all  practical  purposes,  in 

the  same  situation  as  the  heir. 

What  has  occurred  is  this :  — The  estates  a{)propriated 

by  the  settlement  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  have 

been 
(a)  8  Beav.  340.,  and  4  Bwv.         (c)  1  Keen^  206. 
58.  \d)  5  Vet.  449. 

{h)  Ambi.  59S.  {e)  6  i&'iff.  364. 


HOBTON. 
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1849.       been  sold,  and  after  allowing  all  proper  deductionsy 
Ri^^R^N    ^^  sum  of  5110/.  remains  for  the  payment  of  debts» 
V.  amounting  to  71742.     The  fund  being  insufficient,  the 

question  is,  whether  the  creditors  have  a  right  to  resort 
to  the  estate  settled  by  the  deed  of  1813  ? 

The  question  arises  in  a  very  singular  form.  It  is 
strange,  if  it  was  intended  to  raise  a  question  so  im* 
portant  as  this,  that  a  distinct  declaration  should  not  • 
have  been  asked,  and  still  more  strange,  that  it  should 
not  have  been  provided  for  by  the  decree.  It  is  now  arw 
gued  that  this  settlement,  though  in  consideration  of 
marriage,  was  executed  under  such  circumstances,  that 
it  cannot  be  held  to  have  been  made  honajide.  If  the 
Plaintiff  sought  to  set  it  aside  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  executed  bondjidey  would  it  not  be  proper  that  all  the 
circumstances  from  which  the  malajides  was  to  be  in- 
ferred should  be  stated  ?  and  ought  not  its  invalidity  to 
have  been  expressly  charged  by  the  bill,  in  order  that 
the  Defendants  might  have  the  means  of  meeting  it  ? 

The  Master,  in  proceeding  under  the  decr^  has 
thought  that  the  settlement  was  a  valid  alienation,  and 
that  the  settled  estates  are  not  liable  to  the  specialty 
debts.  This  is  the  question  which,  upon  the  excep- 
tions to  his  report,  I  shall  have  to  consider.  Several 
authorities  have  been  referred  to,  and  I  confess  I  think 
that  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  that  of  Mathews  t.  Janet 
extremely  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  the  only  di& 
ference  between  the  two  cases  is  the  notice. 


t 
Dee.  16.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  upon  these  exceptions  is,  whether 
the  testator's  real  estates,  which  were  comprised  in  the 
settlement  of  the  daughter,  and  limited  on  the  trusts  of 

the 
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the  settlement,  are,  in  the  hands  of  the  pereotis  claiming        1 848. 

uadcr  the  settlement,  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  ^^^""^^^""^^ 

.  .       ,  ,  ^  "^  Richardson 

testators  specialty  debts.  v. 


HORTON. 


Debts  by  specialty  m  which  the  heirs  are  bound, 
constitute  no  lien  or  charge  upon  the  land,  either  in  the 
hands  of  the  debtor  or  of  his  heir.  Notwithstanding 
the  existence  of  such  debts,  the  debtor  himself  may 
alienate  the  land,  or  he  may,  by  will,  make  it  equitable 
usets,  thereby  preventing  its  exclusive  application  to 
the  payment  of  specialty  debts,  or,  as  Lord  C.  J.  Willes 
^js  (a),  he  may  devise  it  for  the  payment  of  a  parti- 
cokr  debt  on  simple  contract,  and  so  withdraw  it  from 
fecial^  creditors  altogether. 

By  taking  proper  proceedings,  the  specialty  creditors 

^y  obtain  payment,  out  of  the  descended  or  devised 

'^  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  or  devisee ;  but  if 

'^ch  proceedings  are  not  taken,  the  heir  or  devisee  may 

alienate,  and  in  the  hands  of  the   alienee,  the  land 

^  Hot  liable,  though  the  heir  or  devisee  remains  per- 

'^Oally  liable,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  land 

^ienated. 

niie  di£ference  which  arises  from  the  alienation  ap- 
pe8.T8  strongly  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  becoming 
scaV^sequently  indebted  to  the  mortgagee  on  bond,  and 
tben  dying.    The  heir  cannot  himself  redeem  the  mort- 
gage without  paying  the  bond ;  but  the  assignee  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  from  the  heir  may  redeem  the 
mortgage  without  paying  the  bond,  (b) 

T^e  heir,  being  named  in  the  obligation,  is  considered 
^  be  himself  a  debtor,  not  indeed  a  debtor  liable  to  pay 

the 
(«)  WUUi^  S24.  ib)  Coicman  v.  Wifich,  1  P.  WUGamt,  775. 
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the  debt  under  all  circumstances,  but  liable  to  the  extent 
of  the  value  of  the  real  estate  descended,  and  he  is  not 
restrained  from  alienation ;  but  after  the  alienation,  be 
is  personally  liable  to  pay  his  ancestor's  debts,  to  the 
amount  of  the  value  of  the  land  he  has  aliened. 

The  case  of  Mathews  v.  Jones  {a)  suflSciently  estab* 
lishes,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  circumstances, 
the  land,  after  an  alienation  by  the  heir  for  the  purposes 
of  a  marriage  settlement,  is  not  liable  to  the  specialty 
debts  of  the  ancestor. 

But  in  thb  case  it  has  been  argued,  that  the  settle* 
ment  is  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute  of  13  EUz. 
c.  5.  Miss  HortOTij  as  heir  of  the  reve^ion,  being 
owner  of  the  land,  and  Miss  Horion  being  debtor 
under  the  obligation  of  her  father,  it  is  said  that  the 
settlement  was  prejudicial  to  the  creditors,  and  there^ 
fore  void. 

Admitting,  on  the  authority  of  GoocKs  Case  if)  and 
the  case  of  Apharry  v.  Bodingham  (c),  that  cases  of  this 
kind  may  fall  within  the  statute,  the  enactment  makes 
void  any  conveyance  executed  with  the  intent  or  pur- 
pose to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  creditors  of  their  just 
and  lawful  actions,  suits,  or  reliefs;  but  it  is  not  to 
extend  to  any  interest,  upon  good  consideration,  and 
hon&fide  conveyed  to  any  person  not  having  notice  of 
the  fraud. 

In  this  case  the  settlement  was  made,  in  consideration 
of  marriage,  a  good  and  valuable  consideration,  and  the 
alienation  left  the  heir  subject  to  personal  liability. 

No 

(a)  2  Afuir.  506.  (c)  Cro,  Elk.  550. 

(b)  S  Co.  Rep.  60  a. 
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No  direct  or  express  fraud  is  proved  or  attempted  to        184S. 
be  proved.    If  any  fraud  there  were,  it  must  be  detected 
and  established  by  inference  from  independent  facts  dis- 
tinctly proved,  or  from  the  provisions  of  the  deed  itself;      Hobton, 
and  it  may  reasonably  be  asked,  was  it  false  to  allege, 
as  was  professed  by  the  deed,  that  the  parties  desired, 
and  intended  that  all  the  debts  should  be  fully  paid  ? 
Were  the  estates  conveyed  to  be  sold  at  the  time  in- 
adequate for  the  full  payment  of  the  debts  ?    If  so,  were 
they  known  to  be  inadequate,  so  that  the  provbion  pre- 
tended to  be  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  was  not  only 
iosofficient  but  delusive  ?     Was  the  heir  who  alienated 
the  land  insolvent,  so  that  her  personal  liability  was 
accompanied  by  inability  to  pay,  and  of  no  value,  and 
the  alienation  of  the  land  removed  from  the  creditor 
the  only  means  by  which  he  had  any  prospect  of  ob- 
tabing  payment?    Were  the  creditors  in  any  way  de* 
Wed  or  hindered  ?    There  has  been,  indeed,  very  great 
^79  but  has  it  arisen  from,  or  was  it  intended  to  be 
occasioned  by,  the  deed  ?    Nothing  of  the  kind  is  even 
■"^,  but  the  imputation  of  fraud  rests  upon  this :  — 
^at  the  parties  to  the  settlement,  knowing  that  there 
^ere  debts  of  Sir  Watts  Norton  remaining  unpaid,  and 
^ng  apart  only  a  portion  of  the  estates  to  provide  a 
^^i  for  the  payment  of  those  debts,  settled  the  re- 
B^inder,  providing,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  rents  of 
^e  estate  set  apart  for  the  debts,  should,  until  the  estates 
^ere  sold,  be  paid  to  Mr.  Rees ;  and  that  smce  those 
states  have  been  sold,  upon  an  account  taken  after  a 
lapse  of  about  thirty  years,  without  one  word  of  expla- 
nation, either  as  to  the  cause  of  the  delay  or  the  cause  of 
^e  defalcation,  the  produce  of  the  sales  is  found  to  be 
insufficient  for  the  full  payment  of  the  debts  and  the 
interest  which  has  accumulated  upon  them. 

I  am  of  opmion  that  these  circumstances,  thus  barely 
appearing,  do  not  afford  any  proof  of  fraud  or  any  want 

of 
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1845.       oibonajides  in  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  and  that 
J^^'^^^^^     the  exceptions  must  therefore  be  overruled. 


«. 


HoRTON.  3q(  I  ^Jq]^  i(  „g|^(  iQ  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  jf  ^^  cfarciraH 
stances  had  been  such,  as  to  afibrd  a  probable  reason  ibr 
thinking  that  there  was  such  a  want  of  bona  Jidesi  as 
might  entitle  the  creditor  to  relief,  I  should  nevertheless 
have  been  of  opinion,  that  such  relief  could  not  have 
been  had  in  this  suit. 

The  bill  is  founded  upon  the  notion  that  the  claim  of 
the  creditor  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  estate  was,  in  no 
respect,  altered  by  the  alienation  or  settiement  made  by 
the  devisee  #nd  heir.  It  charges  none  of  the  firaod 
upon  which  the  creditor  now  insbts,  and  the  Defendants 
have  had  no  means  of  placing  upon  the  record  and 
proving  such  defence,  as  they  might  have  been  enabled 
to  make  if  the  charge  had  been  made ;  and  I  do  not 
thmk,  that  by  a  decree  directing  an  account  to  be  taken 
of  a  testator's  real  estate  liable  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  it  was  meant  to  refer  such  a  question  as  has  been 
raised  upon  the  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report. 

Overrule  the  exceptions. 
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184S. 


The  Earl  of  MEXBOROUGH  v.  BOWER.  Dec. «. 

rilHIS  was  an  application  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Injunction 

-■-  the  Defendants,  who  were  the  lessees  of  the  Plain-  SSitory  m^ 

tife*  coal  mine,  from  acting  in  contravention   of  the  ^o"n»  *>ut 

-  .      ,    .    ,  mandatory  in 

covenants  contamed  m  their  lease.  its  effect. 

Tenant  of  a 
mine  re. 
In  February  1839,  the  Plaintiffs  granted  to  the  De«  strained^on 

fendants  a  lease  of  a  coal  mine  in  the  county  of  York,  "o^on,from 

^  '   permitting  a 

at  a  rent  of  520/.,  with  a  proportionable  increased  rent  communica- 

for  all  coal  worked  beyond  two  acres  annually.     The  a^"  ;][/„-  "* 

Defendants,    amongst   other   things,    covenanted    not  mine  to  con- 

to  permit  any  of  the  brick  clay  to  be  carried  off  the  and  water  to 

land;  to  work  the  seam  in  a  fair  and   workmanlike  flow  through 

the  same,  the 
maimer ;  to  leave  proper  and  sufficient  barriers  in  the  effect  in- 
said  seam  or  bed  of  coal  against  all  adjoining  collieries  ;  ^^^  ^\^A 
to  prevent  the  draining  or  laying  dry  any  such  other  Defendants  to 
mines,  seams,   or  beds ;   and  the  Defendants  further  t^i^Cion!^' 
covenanted,  not  to  work,  get,  or  raise  up,  from  the  pits      Arbitration 
or  shafts  to  be  sunk  and  made  by  them,  or  carry  over  ^^^^8  are  not 
the  demised  premises,  any  coal  belonging  to  other  pro-  binding  on 

prietors,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  to  oust  the 

jurisdiction  of 
rm^  ,  ,  the  Court. 

The  lease  contained  a  proviso,  that  if  any  dispute, 

doubt,  or  question,  should  arise  between  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  the  Defendants,  either  on  the  construction 
of  the  lease,  or  respecting  any  matter  or  thing  whatso- 
^^f  arising  out  of  or  connected  with  the  demise  or 
'^^  or  any  of  the  covenants,  conditions,  stipulations, 
^d  provisions  thereinbefore  contained,  then  every  such 
dispute,  doubt,  or  question  should  be  referred  to  the 
arbitration  of  two  indifferent  persons,  one  to  be  named 
"J  each  par^  in  dispute.  And  it  was  thereby  further 
'greed,  that  their    submission  to  reference  might  be 

made 
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184S.»      made  a  rule  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
TTie^arlof    '^^^  ^^  ^^  thereby  further  agreed,  that  no  suit  at  law 
Mbxborough  or  in  equity  should   be  commenced  or  instituted  by 
fiowBR.       either  of  the  parties  in  dispute,   against  the  other  of 
them,  touching  the  matters  in  dispute,  before  the  par- 
ties to  be  made  Defendants  to  such  suit  or  suits  should 
have  refused,  or  neglected  to  refer  the  matters  in  dif- 
ference respectively,    or  unless  the  time    limited  for 
making  such  award  or  determination  should  have  ex- 
pired, without  any  such  award  or  determmation  having 
been  made. 


The  bill,  the  material  all^ations  of  which  were  veri- 
fied, alleged,  that  in  December  1842,  the  Plaintifi' 
agents  discovered,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  Defend- 
ants had  not  left  proper  and  sufficient  barriers  in  the 
seam  or  bed  of  coal,  and  that  they  had  made  a  com- 
munication or  road  in  the  bed  of  coal  into  an  adjoin- 
ing coal-field,  the  property  of  Sir  John  Lawiher  ;  that 
they  had  commenced  working  the  coal  of  Sir  John 
LtOWlheTf  and  had  worked,  gotten,  or  raised  up,  from 
the  pits  or  shafts  sunk  by  them  on  the  proper^  com« 
prised  in  the  aforesaid  indenture,  and  had  also  carried 
over  the  premises  comprised  in  the  aforesaid  indenture 
coal  belonging  to  Sir  John  Lowther  ;  that  the  Defend- 
ants, by  means  of  the  aforesaid  communication,  con- 
ducted the  water  from  the  seam  of  coal  of  Sir  John 
Lffwther^  into  the  seam  of  coal  demised  to  the  Defend- 
ants by  the  aforesaid  indenture,  and  that  they  raised 
the  same  by  means  of  the  said  pits  or  shafts;  that 
the  Defendants  had  thereby  drained  or  laid  dry  the 
mines,  seams,  or  beds  of  coal  on  the  property  of  Sir 
John  Lowikert  and  had  conveyed  the  coal  gotten  by 
Uiem  from  the  property  of  Sir  John  Lowther  along 
the  railway  and  staith  on  the  premises  comprised  in 
the  aforesaid  indenture.     The  bill  also  alibied,  that 

the 
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the  Defendants  had  made  bricks  and  tiles  on  the  pro-        184S. 
perty,  which  they  had  carried  off  the  premises.  TTl^A^r 

Mbxborougb 
The  Plaintifls  now  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain       bo^r 
the  Defendants  from  carrying  the  brick  clay,  or  bricks  or 
tiles  made  thereof^  off  the  land ;  from  working  away  suf- 
ficient barriers  in   the  seam  in  the  parts  adjoining; 
from  making  a  communication  into  adjoining  collieries, 
and  from  draining  any  other  mines,  or  permitting  the 
same  to  be  drained,  by  means  of  the  demised  colliery ; 
ondjrom  ^permitting  the  communication  complained  of  to 
continue  open^  and  from  permitting  any  water  to  flow 
through  the  same  into  tlie  demised  colliery,  and  from 
raisiDg,  by  means  of  the  shafts  on  the  demised  premises, 
any  coal  of  any  other  proprietor,  and  from  carrying  the 
same  over  the  demised  premises ;  and  from  doing  &c., 
aoy  act  &c.,  in  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease. 

The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion  verified  the 
statements  in  the  bill»  and  also  stated  that,  by  erecting 
proper  dams  or  barriers,  the  said  communication  might 
be  blocked  up,  and  the  water  prevented  flowing  from 
^  said  property  of  Sir  J.  Lawther  into  the  bed  or 
^^>UQ  of  coal  comprised  in  the  aforesaid  indenture. 

The  affidavits  in  opposition  stated,  that  there  was 
ft  &11  or  dip  from  the  Plaintiffs'  collieries  to  those  of  Sir 
^okn  Lofwther  ;  that  consequently  all  the  water  necessarily 
^wed  towards  Sir  John  LcraUher's  coal,  and  not  towards 
^  bed  or  seam  of  coal  demised  by  the  Plaintiffs  to 
^c  Defendants ;  and  that  the  effect  of  the  communica- 
^  would  be,  to  materially  benefit  and  improve  the 
P^rty  and  mines  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  diminish  the 
^^pease  of  working  the  same. 

Ur.Pemberian  Leigh  and  Mr.BateSf  in  support  of 
^motion. 
Vol.  VII.  K  Mr. 
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Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Wright^  contra. 

Mbmorough       Waters  v.  Taylor  {a),   Lingood  v.  Croucher{b),   Mit- 

^'  cheU  V.  Harris  Ic).  were  cited. 

Bower,  ^  '' 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  in  this  case,  is  as  to  the  form  and 
the  extent  of  the  injunction  to  be  granted. 

From  the  course  of  the  argument,  one  would  really 
think,  that  some  doubt  had  arisen  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  to  compel  parties  to  perform  their  cove- 
nants and  agreements,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court,  to  prevent  parties  from  wilfully  and  avowedly 
violating  contracts  deliberately  entered  into,  had  be- 
come perfectly  unnecessary. 

What  are  the  facts  ?  A  lease  of  a  coal  mine  was 
granted  by  the  Plaintiffs ;  certain  covenants  required  by 
one  party  were  entered  into,  and  agreed  to  by  the  other, 
and  constituted  a  portion  of  the  consideration  upon 
which  the  contract  was  founded.  It  is  now  plainly 
admitted  by  the  Defendants,  that  they  have  acted  in 
direct  violation  of  those  covenants,  and  an  application 
being  made  to  this  Court  to  prevent  that  violation  being 
continued,  it  is  said,  in  answer  by  the  Defendants, 
•*  We  have  indeed  violated  the  covenants,  but  we  have 
not  done  it  in  a  way  prejudicial  to  you ;  on  the  con- 
trary, according  to  our  judgment  and  the  view  we  take 
of  your  case,  this  is  a  very  profitable  and  beneficial  pro- 
ceeding for  you,  and  you  must  abide  by  our  judgment.^ 
It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to 
insist  on  their  own  view  of  their  own  interest,  and  tha^L. 
even  if  it  should  be  as  beneficial  to  them,  as  has  bee^^a 
argued  on  the  other  side,  they  may  nevertheless  cboo^^ 

W  15  Vei.  10.  (c)  2  r«.  Jim.  131. 
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to  insist  on  having  the  terms  of  the  contract  strictly        1843. 

MeXBO ROUGH 

Next  it  is  said,  "  You  had  notice  of  this  long  before  bowbr 
yon  filed  your  bill;  a  treaty  for  compensation  took 
place  after  you  were  aware  of  it,  and  if  the  proposed 
compensation  had  satisfied  you,  you  would  never  have 
complained  of  this  violation."  It  is  possible  that  the 
parties  who  stipulated  for  the  benefit  of  these  covenants 
would  have  waived  them,  and  they  might  have  entered 
into  a  treaty  for  the  purpose  of  considering  whether 
such  a  compensation  in  damages  would  be  made,  as 
would  have  induced  them  to  waive  the  agreement 
But  hete  the  case  is  otherwise :  they  were  not  satisfied, 
Juid  they  therefore  demand  the  strict  performance  of 
the  contract. 

With  r^ard  to  the  length  of  time,  nothing  can  be 

Aioie  true  than  this, — if  parties  come  and  ask  for  an  in^ 

Junction  ex  parte^  the  Court  looks  most  minutely  to  the 

tiixie  in  which  tliey  have  permitted  the  matter  complained 

^^  to  proceed,  and  will  not  allow  them  to  obtain  an  injunc- 

^on  in  the  absence  of  the  other  party,  when  they  have 

^^mselves,  for  some  time,  acquiesced.  It  is  quite  reason- 

^^1«  that  that  should  be  so,  because  the  granting  of  an 

^■^jonction  es  parte  is  the  exercise  of  a  very  extraor- 

^i^iary  jurisdiction,  the  effect  of  which,  in  every  case  in 

^^I^^ich  it  is   asked,  is   almost  alarming;  therefore  the 

^**^«  at  which  the  Plaintiff  first  had  notice  of  the  ex- 

^^^nce  of  the  subject  of  complaint,  is  looked  to  with  the 

8*'^ate8t  care  and  jealousy,  in  order  to  prevent  an  im- 

Pi'oper  order  being  made  against  a  party  in  his  absence ; 

^Ul  when  the  party  has  notice  of  the  motion,  the  question 

^en  is  entirely  of  a  different  kind.     The  question 

^en  is,  whether,  during  the  time  which  has  elapsed, 

^ere  has  been  a  course  of  conduct  from  which  a  waiver 

^^  the  terms  or  an  acquiescence  in  the  violation  of  the 

j^  2  contract 


132  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ISiS.       contract  is  to  be  inferred.     That  is  quite  another  thing, 
.^^■^''^    and  there  is  nothing  at  all  like  it  in  this  case. 
Hex  BOROUGH 

BowsF  ^^^  "®^^  thing  said  is,  "  You  have  accepted  a  com- 

pensation for  increased  work,  and  a  sum  of  money  has 
been  paid  now  in  respect  of  it ; "  but  the  answer  is,  that 
there  is,  in  other  respects,  a  continued  violation  of  the 
covenants,  and  no  acquiescence  in  the  violation. 

The  remaining  argument  is,  that  the  deed  contains  a 
clause  for  a  reference  to  arbitration.  Now  there  are  a 
great  number  of  cases  in  which,  from  the  difficulty  of 
ascertaining  the  truth  and  the  great  complication  of  the 
rights  and  interests  involved,  it  is  almost  impossible  for 
the  Court  to  do  strict  justice  between  parties  within  such 
limits  of  time  and  expense  as  are  in  any  degree  pro- 
portionate  to  the  value  of  the  interests  in  question. 
Many  cases  occur,  in  which  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  by 
means  of  a  reference  to  arbitration,  the  real  interests  of 
the  parties  will  be  much  better  satisfied  than  they  could 
be  by  any  litigation  in  a  court  of  justice.  In  these  cases 
the  Court  has  shewn  itself  very  anxious  that  matters  of 
this  kind  should  be  determined  in  a  way  most  beneficial 
to  the  parties,  and  much  more  so,  when  it  finds  that  the 
parties,  anticipating  difficulties  of  that  kind,  have  pro- 
vided for  their  settlement  by  arbitration.  It  has,  how- 
ever, been  decided,  that  these  clauses  for  a  reference  are 
not  binding  upon  the  parties,  who  cannot  contract  them- 
fieives  out  of  tlieir  right  to  have  their  disputes  settled  in 
k«ourt9  of  jtistice.  Nothwithstanding  the  many  cases  in 
twbich  a  reference  to  arbitration  may  justly  be  preferred 
Ito  prolonged  litigation  in  Court,  cases  without  end  arise, 
in  wliich,  by  no  possibility,  could  arbitrators  do  that 
Justice  which  the  powers  of  courts  of  justice  enable 
them  to  administer.  Cases  arise  which  were  not  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  when  they  entered  into  their 
Agreementt     It  has^  under  these  circumstances,  been,  I 

think. 
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^ink,  justly  held,  that  arbitration  clauses  are  not  to  be  en-        1 84S. 

forced  against  the  parties,  and  I  find  nothing  in  the  word-    ,);r"^r^ 

^ogo(  these  particular  clauses  which  at  all  alters  this  case.  Mexborouc 


it 


te- 


Upon  none  of  these  grounds  do  I  think  the  Plaintifis 
"^^^^s  in  any  way,  disentitled  themselves  to  the  protection 
^^    ^bis  Court,  or  to  their  right  to  insist  in  this  Court 
^^^tL      the  covenants  which   they   have   contracted  for 
^™^H.  from  day  to  day  be  obeyed  by  the  Defendants, 
^rtheless,  it  is  very   important   to  consider   what 
terms  of  the  injunction  are  to  be ;  I  do  not  think 
might  to  extend  beyond  the  violations  which  have 
Ml   place;   it  ought  not   to   be   expressed  in   such 
^^ral  terms  as   may  imply  that  the  Defendants  in- 
^  ^^  to  violate  those  covenants  which  they  have  hitherto 
S^^ected.     This  motion  asks  for  something  more  than 
'  £nary ;  namely,  to  restrain  the  Defendants  permitting 
to  flow  through  the  communication.     It  is  how- 
no  unusual  thing  to  ask  an  injunction  in  this  form : 
ink  it  was  granted  in  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Lord 
(a),  and  in  other  cases.     Indeed,  I  believe  that 
lother  branch  of  the  Court,  some  few  years  ago,  a 
order  was  made  for  the  party  to  do  that  which 
required,  to  put  an  end  to  the  violation  of  cove- 
ts:  I  do  not  however  know  whether  that  has  been 
acted  upon,  and  1  do  not  mean  to  deviate  from 
regular  and  established  practice.     The  injunction 
before  must  be  confined  to  those  things  in  respect 

of 


{)  1  B.  C.  C.  588.    And  see 
re  V.   The  Glamorgan- 
^-^  Canal  Company ,  1  M.  4*  iT. 
Mmgan  V.  Mitchell,  lb. 
Lane  v.  Kefvdigate,   10 
t.  19S. ;  NMroum  v.  Thorn- 
lb,  159.;  Rankin  v.  Hut' 
4  iSSm.  15.  i    Taylor   v. 
ir,S^M«.888.D.(e);  Spencer 


T.  The  Loudon  and  Birmingham 
RaUway  Cowpany,  8  Sim.  J  93.; 
Sqtdre  v.  Campbell^  1  Myl.  4"  Cr. 
465.  467.;  Whittaker  y.  Howe, 
3  Beav.  387.,  and  595.  n. ;  The 
Great  North  of  England  4^c. 
Railway  v.  The  Clarence  Rail- 
way,  1  Collyer,  507. 


p. 
Bower. 
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184S.       of  which  at  this  time  and  upon  the  evidence  before 

l^lT'^cif    ™^  ^*  appears  that  the   Plaintiffs  require  protection, 

Mexborouoh  and  it  should  not  extend  to  the  last  general  words; 

^  •'  this  Court  never,  without  necefeity,  presumes  there  will 

be  a  violation  of  the  covenants. 


The  injunction  was  granted  in  the  terms  of  the  notice 
of  motion,  omitting  the  last  clause.  The  order  was 
affirmed  on  appeal,  9th  December  1843. 


Dee.  14|  15. 


BARKER  V.  BUTTRESS. 


The  remediet    HPHE  question  in  this  case  depended  on  the  construc- 
&ng  Act  ^'^^  ^f  *®  Banking  Act  (7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.).     It  will 

(7  G.  4.  c.  46.)  therefore  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  to  refer  to  its 
fadvTbut     '  provisions,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  present  case. 

substitutional 
for  the  prior 
liabilities  of 
partners,  and 


By  the  1st  section,  banking  copartnerships,  though 

panners,  mm    consistinff   of  morc  than  six  persons,  may  issue  bills 

therefore  pro-  °  ^  ^ 

ceedings  can-     payable  on  demand,  at  any  place  exceeding  sixty-five 

miles  from  London ;  but  that  section  also  provides  as 

follows :  "  that  every  member  of  any  such  corporation 

or  copartnership  shall  be  liable  to,  and  responsible  for, 

the  due  payment  of  all  bills  and  notes  which  shall  be 

his  death  was    issued,  and  for  all  sums  of  money  which  shall  be  bor- 

mv^,  owed^  or  taken  up  by  the  corporation  or  copart* 

nership 


not  be  had 
against  a 
party  three 
years  after  he 
has  ceased  to 
be  a  member. 


member  of  a 

pii)'  enta- 
blUhi'ci  u 


thf^  7  f»\  ^.  e,  -16,^  antl  «ahkct  to  its  IbbiHties.    After  the  expiration  of  three  years, 

jgptl  wiu  iQiitiiul«iI  U^f  tnc  ad  mini  titration  of  his  estate,  and  the  common  decree 

made  for  takiiig  sa  account  of  his  debts.    Persons  who  were  creditors  of  the 

tm  cEwrimov  flt  the  testator's  death  claimed  before  the  M&ster.    Held,  that 

flfi:  M*t  como  within  the  scope  of  the  decree;  secondly,  that  their 

J  h)'  the  bpse  of  three  years;  and,  thu"dly,  that  the  proper  way 

litkiiv  before  tbs  Court  wa«  by  petition,  and  not  by  exception. 
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nership  of  which  such  person  shall  be  a  member,  such        1843. 

person  being  a  member  at  the  period  of  the  date  of  the 

bills  or  notes,  or  becoming  or  being  a  member,  before 

or  at  the  time  of  the  bills  or  notes  being  payable,  or 

being  such  member  at  the  time  of  the  borrowing, 

owing,  or  taking  up  of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  upon 

any  bills  or  notes,  by  the  corporation  or  copartnership, 

or  while  any  sum  of  money  on  any  bills  or  notes  is  owing 

or  unpaid,  or  at  the  time  the  same  became  due  from  the 

corporation  or  copartnership,  any  agreement,  covenant, 

or  contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

The  9th  section  provides,  that  the  copartnerships 
^^  shall  and  lawfully  may  **  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name 
of  the  registered  "public  officer.'* 

The  10th  section  is  as  follows : —  "That  no  person  or 
f^rsons,  or  body  or  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  having 
or  claiming  to  have  any  demand  upon  or  against  any 
^uch  corporation  or  copartnership,  shall  bring  more  than 
one  action  or  suit,  in  case  the  merits  shall  have  been 
^ried  in  such  action  or  suit,  in  respect  of  such  demand ; 
^.nd  the  proceedings  in  any  action  or  suit  by  or  against 
&ny  one  of  the  public  officers,  nominated  as  aforesaid,  for 
^be  time  being  of  any  such  copartnership,  may  be  pleaded 
in  bar  of  any  other  action  or  actions,  suit  or  suits,  for 
the  same  demand,  by  or  against  any  other  of  the  public 
officers  of  such  copartnership.** 

By  the  11th  section,  decrees  in  equity  against  the 
public  officer  are  to  have  the  like  effect  against  the 
property  of  the  copartnership,  and  the  persons  and  pro- 
perty of  the  members,  as  if  such  members  were  parties 
to  the  suit;  and  by  the  12th  section,  judgments  and 
decrees  are  to  have  the  same  effect  on  the  property  and 

K  4  members 
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members  as  ir  such  judgment  had  been  recovered  against 
the  copartnership. 

The  ISth  section  is  as  follows  : — **  That  execution 
upon  any  judgment,  in  any  action  obtained  against 
any  public  officer  for  the  time  being  of  any  such  corpo- 
ration or  copartnership  carrying  on  the  business  of 
banking  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  whether  as 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  be  issued  against  any  mem- 
ber or  members  for  the  time  being  of  such  corporation 
or  copartnership ;  and  that  in  case  any  such  execution 
against  any  member  or  members  for  the  time  being  of 
any  such  corporation  or  copartnership  shall  be  ineffec- 
tual for  obtaining  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  amount 
of  such  judgment,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  party  or 
parties,  so  having  obtained  judgment  against  such  public 
officer  for  the  time  being,  to  issue  execution  against  any 
person  or  persons,  who  was  or  were  a  member  or  mem- 
bers of  such  corporation  or  copartnership  at  the  time 
when  the  contract  or  contracts,  or  engagement  or  en- 
gagements in  which  such  judgment  may  have  been  ob- 
tained, was  or  were  entered  into,  or  became  a  member 
at  any  time  before  such  contracts  or  engagements  were 
executed,  or  was  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  judg- 
ment obtained.  Provided  always,  that  no  such  execu- 
tion as  last  mentioned  shall  be  issued,  without  leave 
first  granted,  on  motion  in  open  Court,  by  the  Court  in 
which  such  judgment  shall  have  been  obtained,  and  when 
motion  shall  be  made,  on  notice  to  the  person  or  persons 
sought  to  be  charged,  nor  after  the  expiration  of  three 
years  next  after  any  such  person  or  persons  shall  have 
ceased  to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such  corporation, 
or  copartnership." 


b  cai^B^B 


*    The  facts  which  gai^CTHPEo  this  cause  were  shoit^, 
as  follows :  -^  Mr,  Bariat  the  testator  in  thb  casej  dk^^ 
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on  the  16th  of  March^  18S9.     At  the  time  of  his  death,        1843a 
he  was  a  member  of  a  banking  company  established 
under  the  above  act,  called  the  *^  Imperial  Bank  of 
England  (a),''  and  he  had  been  a  registered  member 
since  Naoember^  1838. 

Shortly  after  his  death,  viz.  on  the  30th  of  Aprils 
1839,  the  bank  stopped  payment,  and  was  found  in- 
solvent. In  June  1839,  John  Wood  recovered  a  judg^ 
ment  against  the  registered  public  officer  of  the  bank 
for  4SO0L ;  in  September  following,  T.  L.  Rushton  ob- 
tamed  a  similar  judgment  for  2001/. ;  and  on  the  8th  of 
Augusij  1840,  Nicholas  Wood  obtained  a  similar  judg- 
ment for  24,819/.  The  principal  part  of  these  sums 
was,  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  due  from  the  Com- 
pany, as  indorsees  of  bills,  and  on  a  banking  account. 

On  the  20th  of  Jtdy^  1842,  this  suit  was  instituted 
by  legatees,  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate ; 
and  on  the  20th  of  December^  1842,  a  decree  was  made, 
referring  it  to  the  Master,  in  the  usual  form,  to  take  an 
account  of  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  legacies  of  the 
testator.  The  above-named  creditors  of  the  bank  went 
in  under  the  decree,  and  claimed  to  be  creditors  of  the 
testator,  but  the  Master  having  rejected  their  claims, 
two  of  them  took  exceptions  to  his  report,  and  the  third 
presented  a  petition,  praying  that  the  petitioner  might 
be  admitted  to  prove  his  debt,  and  that  the  Master 
might  be  directed  to  admit  the  petitioner  to  prove,  or 
for  liberty  to  except  to  the  report 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Lovat^  in  support  of' the  excep- 
tions 

Mr. 

(ff)  The  particulars  relating  to  this  company  will  be  found  in 
WttUiporlh  T.  Holt,  ^Mtfl.  4*  Cr.619. 
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184>d.  Mr.  Bazalgetie  in  support  of  the  petition,  argued  as 

follows :  — -  The  testator  in  his  life  time  was  liable  to 
the  claimants,  and  nothing  has  since  happened  to  release 
his  assets  from  the  obligation.  Though,  at  law,  the  lia- 
bility of  A  party  upon  a  joint  debt  ceases  on  his  death, 
by  surviving  to  the  joint  contractors,  yet,  in  equity^ 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner  continues  liable.  De* 
vaynes  v.  Noble  {SleecVs  case)  (a),  Winter  v.  Innes  (6), 
Gray  v.  Chis(DeU{c) ;  for  every  joint  loan  is  in  equity 
considered  joint  and  several,  Thorpe  v.  Jackson  (d).  It 
is  not  necessary  in  proceeding  against  the  assets  of  the 
deceased  partner  to  prove  that  the  surviving  partner  is 
insolvent     Wilkinson  v.  Henderson,  [e) 

The  testator,  being  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, became,  by  the  ISth  section,  liable  to  the  claimants, 
and  his  assets  are  still  liable,  after  payment  of  his  sepa- 
rate debts. 

Again,  the  creditor's  remedies  are  not  limited  to  those 
given  by  the  statute.  The  testator  was  a  partner  in  this 
concern,  and  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  this  Court,  inde- 
pendent of  the  statute,  the  claimants  are  entitled  to 
come  in  under  the  decree  and  prove  their  debts.  If  was 
so  held  in  Cornell  v.  Sikes^g)^  decided  by  Lord  Eldon  on 
appeal.  It  has  been  held  also,  that  a  creditor  of  such 
joint  stock  bank  has  the  usual  remedies  in  bankruptcy, 
against  the  members,  and  may  sue  out  a  fiat  against  the 
individual  members  of  the  concern  without  proceeding 
against  the  public  officer,  {h) 

There 

(fl)  1  Mer.  539.,  and  2  R.^r  (*)  1  J^^i-  *  ^«  582. 

Jf.495.  ig)  a  Ruit.  191. 

(b)  4  3f.  4-  Cr.  101.  (/*)  Exp.  Wood,  iM.D.^De 

(c)  9  Veu  118.  G.  9S^  toid  2  M.D.4t  De  G. 
((0  S  r.  4-  C.  {Ex.)  553.  S8S. 
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There  being  a  decree  for  the  admbistration  of  the  1843. 
estate,  all  the  claims  apon  that  estate  must  be  ascer- 
tained and  proyided  for,  before  the  residuary  l^atees 
can  be  permitted  to  receive  any  portion  of  the  assets. 
The  Master  mast  therefore  take  all  the  necessary  ac« 
counts ;  and  if  the  reference  be  not  already  sufficiently 
extensiye,  the  Court  will  supply  the  defect  of  his  au- 
thority ;  Paynter  v.  Houtton  (a),  Baker  v.  Martin,  (b) 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leighj  Mr.  Tkirner^  and  Mr.  6.  L. 
BusseUj  for  the  Plaintiff;  and 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Mylne^  Mr.  Teed  and  Mr. 
Bayley,  for  the  Defendants,  cantrd. 

The  statute  has  created  new  rights  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  banking  companies,  and  has  subjected 
its  members  to  new  liabilities;  in  return  it  has  im- 
posed a  limitation  on  the  liability  of  the  members,  and 
required  that  those  remedies  alone  which  are  thereby 
given,  and  no  others,  **  shall ''  be  pursued.  The  remedies 
given  by  the  statute  are  in  lieu  and  substitutional  for  the 
common  law  remedies,  and  not  additional  or  cumulative ; 
^Steward  v.  Greaves,  (c)  There,  Baron  Parke  says,  "  We 
are  all  of  opinion  that  the  creditors  of  a  company  so 
established,  and  having  a  public  officer,  have  no  remedy 
against  the  individual  members  as  at  common  law. 
And  we  are  of  this  opinion  upon  the  words  of  the 
ninth  section,  giving  the  remedy  against  the  public 
officers,  and  upon  the  whole  purview  of  the  act  The 
words  of  the  section  are,  that  ^  all  actions  against 
the  copartnership  shall,  and  lawfully  may,  be  com- 
menced, instituted,  and  prosecuted  against  one  or  more 

of 

(o)  S  Mer.  297.  (c)  10  Mee.  ^  JV.  711. 

(6)  SSiM.3bO. 
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of  the  public  officers,  nominated  as  before  mentioined 
as  the  nominal  defendant'     These  words,   according 
to  their  ordinary  import,   are  obligatory,  and  ought 
to  have  that  construction,  unless  it  would  lead  to  some 
absurd  or  inconvenient  consequence,  or  would  be  at 
variance  with  the  intent  of  the  legislature,  to  be  col- 
lected from  other  parts  of  the  act.     But  this  construc- 
tion is  manifestly  reasonable,  and  consistent  with  the 
context,   and   in  accordance   with   the   intent   of   the 
framers  of  the  act,  to  be  collected  from  every  part  of  it.** 
And  after  shewing  that  the  liability  created  by  the  statute 
was  very  different  from  that  which  existed  independently 
of  it,  he  says :  "  The  framers  of  the  act  had  in  view 
the  convenience  of  the  public,  and  thereby  provided  a 
more  convenient  remedy  to  creditors  than  at  common 
law ;  but  they  had  also  in  view  the  benefit  of  th.e  mem- 
bers  of   the    company,   by   restricting   their  personal 
liability."     And  his  Lordship  afterwards  adds,  *^  We 
are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  act  of  parliament 
meant  to  give  one  remedy  only,  and  that  against  the 
company  in  the  name  of  its  public  officer/' 


A  similar  principle  was  acted  on  in  the  cases  of  The 
Dundalk  Western  Railway  Compatn/  \\  Tapster  {a)  and 
Harrison  v.  Timmins.  (i) 


Under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  assets  of  the 
testator  are  in  no  way  liable.  First,  because  the  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  of  parties  are  not  made  liable 
by  the  act;  and,  secondly,  because  the  testator  had 
ceased  to  be  a  member  three  years  before  any  proceed- 
ings were  taken  by  the  claimants  against  the  executors. 
Again,  if  there  were  any  liability,  then  it  is  a  secondary 
liability*     The  remedy  must  be  obtained  in  the  manner 

pomted 


(a)  I  Q.  B,  E^  €7a 


(6)  4Mce.ifV.SiO. 
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pointed  oot  by  the  thirteenth  section,  upon  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Court  by  motion,  and  by  scire  facias^ 
Bansford  v.  Bosanquet  (a) ;  on  which  application  it  must 
be  shewn  that  Ixmdjidt  endeavours  have  been  used  to 
obtain  an  available  execution  against  the  persons  who 
were  members  at  the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  who  are 
primarily  liable  (&) ;  EardUy  v.  Law  (c) ;  Harmood  v. 
£am(€0 

Lastly,  the  tenth  section  provides  that  no  claimant 
against  the  company  shall  bring  more  than  one  action 
or  suit  in  respect  of  the  same  demand,  and  the  former 
proceedings  may  be  pleaded  in  bar.  The  present  pro- 
ceedings are  quite  inconsistent  with  this  provision. 

Mr.  Bazalgettiy  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  is  undoubtedly  one  of  very  great  import- 
ance; and,  considering  the  extent  to  which  it  may  affect 
a  great  variety  of  transactions  dependent  upon  this  act 
of  parliament,  I  cannot  help  feeling  some  regret  both  at 
the  time  and  the  mode  in  which  it  has  been  brought 
forward. 


]il 


The  decree  in  this  cause  was  made  in  the  simple  and 

usual  form,  ^^  to  take  an  account  of  the  debts,  funeral 

expenses,  and  legacies  of  the  testator.''     It  is  evident, 

therefore,  that  I  have  to  consider  what  sort  of  claims 

can  be  established  under  such  a  decree,  and  I  must 

have  regard  to  the  time  when  this  matter  was  first 

brought  forward.     The  parties  being  desirous  to  avoid 

a  decision  on  any  technical  ground,  I  am  willing,  so  far 

as 

{a)  IS  Aiok  4*  E.  81  J.  (0  13  Ad.  4>  B.  809. 

(6)  Sect.  19.  (<0  7  Mee.  4>  W.  S03. 
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as  the  fects  of  the  case  will  allow,  to  state  my  opimon 

as  if  these  claims  under  the  decree  had  been  brought 

V.  forward  in  the  most  favourable  form. 

Buttress. 

The  question  arises,  first,  upon  the  rights  of  these 
parties  under  the  act  of  parliament,  which  has  been  so 
often  referred  to;  and,  secondly,  upon  any  rights  they 
may  have  independent  of  that  act  The  act  was  passed 
to  relieve  the  public  from  certain  restrictions  imposed 
on  bankers,  in  consequence  of  an  agreement  between 
Government  and  the  Bank  of  England.  It  provided 
that  persons  who  entered  into  banking  partnerships 
might  do  various  things  previously  prohibited,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  it  created  a  number  of  liabilities  which 
did  not  previously  exist.  While  it  provided  various 
&cilities  to  creditors  of  banking  companies,  it  sub- 
jected the  persons  engaged  in  them  to  various  new 
liabilities,  and  also  provided  certain  new  regulations  for 
enforcing  them.  These,  in  my  opinion,  were  intended 
as  an  exoneration  from  those  liabilities,  to  which,  under 
other  circumstances,  the  members  would  have  been 
subject. 


The  first  section  provides,  that  every  member  shall 
be  liable  for  all  bills,  &c.,  such  person  being  a  member 
at  the  date  of  the  bills,  or  at  the  time  of  their  being 
payable,  or  while  owing  or  unpaid.  So  that  any  per- 
son, being  a  member,  at  any  time  between  the  date  d 
the  contract  and  the  time  when  the  debt  arising  there- 
fit>m  is  satisfied,  is  to  become  liable  for  its  payment.  A 
person  might  not  be  a  party  or  liable  to  the  contract : 
he  might  not  be  a  member  of  the  copartnership  at  the 
time  when  proceedings  were  taken  to  enforce  it,  but  by 
becoming  a  member  at  an  intermediate  period  between 
the  contract  and  the  judgment,  he  would  thereby  render 

himself 
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himself  liable  to  the  payment    This  is  no  small  advan-        184S. 
tage  given  to  the  creditor  of  such  a  concern.     It  is  a 
liability  attaching  to  any  person  becoming  a  member 
at  any  time  between  the  periods  I  have  referred  to. 

In  a  subsequent  part,  this  act  of  parliament  proceeds 
to  point  out  the  mode  in  which  satisfaction  is  to  be  ob- 
tained; and  I  can  entertain  no  doubt  (quite  independ- 
endy  of  the  cases  cited)  that  the  remedies  thus  given,  are 
for  the  satisfi&ction  of  liabilities  previously  created  by  the 
act,  and  for  no  others*  What  then  is  the  remedy  pro- 
vided for  by  this  act  ?  Actions  are  to  be  brought  against 
the  r^ristered  "  Public  officer;"  when  judgment  has 
been  obtained  against  him,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
judgment  against  the  property  of  the  partnership  and 
all  its  members.  How  is  the  judgment  to  be  executed? 
Ilrsty  execution  is  to  be  had  against  any  existing  member. 
Nothing  could  be  more  just  than  that  execution  should 
go  against  those  persons  who  are  virtually  parties  to  the 
proceedings  upon  which  judgment  has  been  obtained : 
their  liability  had  been  provided  for  before,  although  they 
might  not  have  been  parties  to  the  contract,  but  might 
liave  become  members  afterwards,  and  be  members  at 
the  time  the  proceedings  took  place  which  led  to  the 
judgment.  These  are  the  persons  against  whom  execu- 
tion is  to  issue  in  the  first  place.  The  act  then  provides, 
that  if  this  execution  should  be  ineffectual  for  obtain- 
ing pajrment  of  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  the  plain- 
tiff may  issue  execution  against  any  persons  who  were 
members  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into;  secondly,  against  persons  who  became  members  at 
any  time  before  such  contract  was  executed ;  and  thirdly, 
against  persons  who  were  members  at  the  time  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained,  and  this  follows: — ^^  Provided  that  no 
such  execution  as  last  mentioned  shall  be  issued  without 
leave  first  granted,  on  motion  in  open  court,  by  the 

Court 
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184>3.        Court  in  which  such  judgment  shall  have  been  obtained, 

^^^"V^^     and  when  motion  shall  be  made,  on  notice  to  the  person 

v.  or  persons  sought  to  be  charged,  nor  after  the  expir* 

BuTTRBss.     2Liion  of  three  years  next  after  any  such  person  or  persons 

shall  have  ceased  to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such 

corporation  or  copartnership."    This  then  is  a  clear 

limitation  of  three  years,  within  which  execution  is  to 

issue  against  such  persons. 

Let  me  apply  this  provision  to  the  present  case.  The 
testator  here  necessarily  ceased  to  be  a  member  upon 
his  death,  in  March  1839.  The  proceedings  against  the 
public  officer,  on  which  the  judgments  were  obtained, 
were  adopted  some  time  after  his  death.  Now  it  has  been 
admitted  that  execution  could  not,  in  any  view,  issue 
against  the  executors ;  they  were  not  regbtered  members, 
and  the  case  was  not  provided  for  by  the  act  -Suppose 
then  that  this  act  of  parliament  affords  an  exclusive  re- 
medy in  the  cases  only  which  are  distinctly  provided  for, 
is  a  party,  in  a  case  not  provided  for  by  the  act,  to  be  at 
liberty  to  resort  to  any  other  remedy  which,  under  other 
circumstances,  law  or  equity  would  afford  ?  Law  would 
afford  him  no  remedy ;  that  is  perfectly  clear,  because 
the  debt  would  survive.  Would  equity  afford  him  a  re- 
medy ?  If  it  would,  must  it  not  govern  itself  by  analogy 
to  the  limitation  of  time,  at  the  expiration  of  which  the 
legal  liability  would  cease?  There  being  perfectly  new 
liabilities  created  by  this  act  of  parliament,  and  for  which 
a  specific  remedy  is  provided,  and  there  being  a  party 
living,  against  whom  that  remedy  is  to  be  enforced, 
would  a  court  of  equity,  taking  away  entirely  that  pro- 
tection which  was  intended  to  be  afforded  by  the  limit- 
ation of  time,  interfere,  not  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
the  creditor  from  the  difficulty  arising  by  reason  of  the 
death  of  the  member  of  the  concern,  but  in  order  to 
relieve  him  altogether  from  the  limitation  of  time  which 

is 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  145 

18  distinctly  provided  by  the  act  of  parliament?    I  must        1848. 
say^  that  I  do  not  think  it  would. 

It  is  very  true,  that  at  the  time  of  Mr.  Barker^s  death, 
he  was  subject  to  a  liability;  and  it  has  very  naturally 
been  argued,  that  there  being  a  liability,  there  must  be 
some  remedy  by  which  the  rights  of  the  creditor  may 
be  made  effectual  and  profitable.  But  what  is  that 
liability?  It  is  a  liability  to  have  execution  issued 
against  him  and  his  property  before,  but  not  afler,  the 
expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time  the  party  ceased 
to  be  a  member.  That  alone  was  this  testator's  liability. 
Notwithstanding  the  general  words  which  are  contained 
in  the  first  clause  of  the  act,  yet  taking  all  the  clauses 
together,  looking  at  the  means  of  making  these  lia- 
bilities effectual,  and  seeing  that  they  were  first  created 
by  this  act,  we  find  this  express  limitation,  —  that  the 
liabili^  is  not  to  be  enforced,  by  execution,  after  the 
expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time  when  the  party 
shall  have  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  copartnership. 

That  being  so,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  grant  any 
sort  of  relief,  in  a  case  in  which  the  application  is  made 
Co  this  Court  long  after  the  expiration  of  those  three 
years.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  any  thing  as  to  the  relief 
which  might  have  been  afforded,  if  a  bill  had  been  filed 
by  these  claimants  within  the  three  years ;  but  this  seems 
clear  to  pie,  that  if,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  relief  is  to  be 
had  in  this  Court  against  the  assets  of  a  deceased  party, 
it  must  be  sought  before  the  legal  liability  under  this  act 
would  have  expired,  if  the  party  had  continued  alive. 
In  this  state  of  the  record,  I  do  not  think  that  any  re- 
medy can  be  given  to  the  claimants  in  the  present  case. 

I  should  state,  that  I  think  that  a  petition  is  the 

proper  course  of  proceeding  in  a  case  like  the  present. 
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The  matter  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  decree, 
and  the  Master,  therefore,  could  not  properly  consider  it 

The  exceptions  must  be  overruled,  and  the  petition 
dismissed,  and  with  costs. 


,  1M4.  CLAPHAM  V.  SHILLITO. 

January  24. 
February  \,16, 

Consideration  ri^HIS  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  an  issue  di^ 
hi  equi^tyf  oir  rected  by  the  Court.     The  circumstances  fully 

misrepresenta-  appear  in  the  judgment, 
tion  made  by  *     o 

parties  upon 

entering  into         |^r.  Kindersley,  Mr.  Watson,  and  Mr.  Wrightj  for  the 

contracts.  *'  " 

Cases  have    Defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
frequently  ^^^ 

occurred,  in 

iM^hich,  upon  entering  into  contracts,  misrepresentations  made  by  one  party  ha?e 
not  been,  in  any  degree,  relied  on  by  the  other  party.    If  the  party  to  whom  the  re- 

Ercsentations  were  made,  himselF  resorted  lo  the  proper  means  of  verification,  before 
e  entered  into  the  contract,  it  may  appear  that  he  relied  upon  the  result  of  bis  own 
investigation  and  inquiry,  and  not  upon  the  representations  made  to  him  by  the 
other  party;  or  if  the  means  of  investigation  and  verification  be  at  hand,  and  the 
attention  of  the  party  receiving  the  representations  be  drawn  to  them,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  may  be  such  as  to  make  it  incumbent  on  a  court  of  justice  to  im- 
pute to  him  a  knowledge  of  the  result,  which,  upon  due  inquir)',  he  ought  to  have 
obtained,  and  thus  the  notion  of  reliance  on  the  representations  made  to  him  may  be 
excluded. 

Again,  when  the  Court  is  endeavouring  to  ascertain  what  reliance  was  placed  on 
representations,  it  must  consider  them  with  reference  to  the  subject-matter,  and  the 
relative  knowledge  of  the  parties.  If  the  subject  is  capable  of  being  accurately 
known,  and  one  partjr  is,  or  is  supposed  to  be,  possessed  of  accurate  knowledge,  and 
the  other  is  entirely  ignorant,  and  a  contract  is  entered  into,  after  representations 
made  by  the  pafty  who  knows,  or  is  sup()Osed  to  know,  without  any  means  of  ve- 
rification being  resorted  to  by  the  other,  it  may  well  enough  be  presumed,  that  the 
ignorant  man  relied  on  the  statements  made  by  him  who  was  supposed  to  be  better 
informed ;  but  if  the  subject  is  in  its  nature  uncertain,  if  all  that  is  known  about  it 
is  matter  of  inference  from  something  else,  and  if  the  parties  making  it,  and  receiv- 
ing representations  on  the  subject,  have  equal  knowledge,  and  means  of  acquiring 
knowledge,  and  equal  skill,  it  is  not  easy  to  presume  that  representations  made  by 
one  would  have  much  or  any  influence  upon  the  other. 
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Mr.  Thmetf  Mt.EkomUs,  and  Mr.  Elmdey^  contrd^       1844. 
fcr  the  Plamtiff  ' 


The  MAi^R  qfthe  Rolls.  Febrmry  u 

The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
eompellitig  the  Defendant  specifically  to  perform  an 
agreement  which  he  had  entered  into,  to  take  from  the 
Plaintiff  a  lease  of  certain  coal  mines. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  two  issues  were  directed 
to  be  tried :  1.  Whether,  during  the  treaty  for  the  agree* 
nebt,  any  fidse  representations,  on  which  the  Defendant 
relied,  were  made  by  the  Plaintiff  or  his  agent,  to  the 
Defendant  or  his  agent,  in  respect  to  the  mines  or  pro- 
perty comprised  in  the  agreement;  2.  Whether  the  De^ 
fendant  signed  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  draft 
lease  under  any  false  representations  of  the  Plaintiff  or 
his  solicitor,  made  to  the  Defendant  or  his  solicitor,  in 
respect  of  the  contents  of  the  same  draft  lease,  or  any 
alterations  made  therein. 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  was  also  Plaintiff  in  the 
issues,  and  on  the  trial  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
Plaintiff  on  both  issues. 

The  Defendant,  now,  acquiescing  in  the  verdict  found 
on  the  second  issue,  has  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
Ifarst. 

The  coal  comprised  in  the  lease  comprised  beds  of 
coal  distinguished  by  the  names  of  the  Adwalton  coal, 
the  Middleton  deep  coal,  and  the  Middleton  little  coal. 

L2  In 
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1844-. 


In  answer  to  questions  put  by  the  learned  Judge 
before  whom  the  issues  were  tried,  the  jury  stated,  that 
the  Plaintiff  did  not  make  any  false  representation  to 
the  Defendant  or  his  agent,  as  to  the  quantity  of  the 
Adwalton  coal  remaining  to  be  gotten;  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  did  make  false  representations  to  the  Defend- 
ant, as  to  the  depth  of  the  Middleton  deep  coal  from 
the  surface,  and  as  to  the  thickness  of  the  Middleton 
little  coal,  but  that  Shillilo  or  his  agent  did  not  rely  on 
any  such  false  representations. 


The  Defendant  alleges,  that  the  opinion  expressed  by 
the  jury  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  make  any  false  repre- 
sentation as  to  the  quantity  of  the  Adwalton  coal  re- 
maining to  be  gotten,  is  against  the  evidence  which  was 
produced  on  the  trial ;  and  that  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  jury,  that  the  Defendant  or  his  agent  did  not  rely 
on  any  false  representations  as  to  the  Middleton  coal,  is 
erroneous,  and  arose  from  some  want  of  sufiBcient  ex- 
planation of  the  meaning  of  die  term  reliance,  which 
might  have  been,  but  was  not,  afforded  by  the  Judge. 

Having  carefully  read  the  Judge's  notes  and  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  and  considered  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  reason  to  disturb 
the  verdict,  on  the  ground,  that  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
respecting  the  quantity  of  coal  remaining  to  be  gotten  in 
the  Adwalton  mine  was  against  the  evidence  produced. 
It  was,  indeed,  against  the  testimony  of  Fields  bat 
having  regard  to  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
the  means  which  the  trial  afforded  of  testing  the  cre- 
dibility of  Fields  I  see  no  reason  to  think,  that  the  jary 
came  to  an  erroneous  conclusion  on  that  point. 


Upon  the  other  point,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
more  difficulty.     The  jury  were  of  opinion,  that  fidse 

mis- 
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Clapham 


misrepresentations  were  made  respecting  the  Middleton        1844. 
coal  during  the  treaty  for  the  agreement ;  and  if  we 
suppose  that  conclusion  to  be  correct,  it  requires,  at      """%." 
least,  some  consideration  and  explanation  to  shew,  that     ^hiluto* 
representations,  found  to  be  false,  had  not  some  influ* 
enoe  on  the  Defendant  when  he  entered  into  the  agree- 
ment» 

Cases  have  frequently  occurred,  in  which,  upon 
entering  into  contracts,  misrepresentations  made  by  one 
party  have  not  been,  in  any  degree,  relied  on  by  the 
other  party.  If  the  party  to  whom  the  representations 
were  made  himself  resorted  to  the  proper  means  of 
verification,  before  he  entered  into  the  contract,  it 
may  appear,  that  he  relied  upon  the  result  of  his  own 
investigation  and  inquiry,  and  not  upon  the  represent- 
ations  made  to  him  by  the  other  party :  or  if  the  means 
of  investigation  and  verification  be  at  hand,  and  the  at- 
tention of  the  party  receiving  the  representations  be 
drawn  to  them,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  maybe  such, 
as  to  make  it  incumbent  on  a  court  of  justice  to  impute 
to  him  a  knowledge  of  the  result,  which,  upon  due  in- 
quiry, he  ought  to  have  obtained,  and  thus  the  notion 
of  reliance*  on  the  representations  made  to  him  may  be 
excluded. 

Again,  when  we  are  endeavouring  to  ascertain  what 
reliance  was  placed  on  representations,  we  must  consider 
them  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter,  and  the  rela- 
tive knowledge  of  the  parties.  If  the  subject  is  capable 
of  being  accurately  known,  and  one  party  is,  or  is  sup- 
posed to  be,  possessed  of  accurate  knowledge,  and  the 
other  is  entirely  ignorant,  and  a  contract  is  entered  into, 
after  representations  made  by  the  party  who  knows,  or 
is  supposed  to  know,  without  any  means  of  verification 
beipg  resorted  to  by  the  other,  it  may  well  enough  be 
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presumed,  that  the  ignorant  man  relied  on  the  state* 
ments  made  by  him  who  was  supposed  to  be  better 
informed ;  but  if  the  subject  is  in  its  nature  uncertain,  — 
if  all  that  is  known  about  it  is  matter  of  inference  from 
something  else,  and  if  the  parties  making  and  receiving 
representations  oi^  the  subject  have  equal  knowledge 
and  means  of  acquiring  knowledge,  and  equal  skill,  it  is 
not  easy  to  presume,  that  representations  made  by  one 
would  have  much  or  any  influence  upon  the  other. 


Cases  vary  infinitely  in  their  circumstances,  and  it  is^ 
I  think,  obvious,  that  U  very  great  variety  of  cireum* 
stances  may  occur,  in  which  it  may  appear  that  a  con* 
tract  was  entered  into  after  erroneous  representations 
made  by  one  party,  and  yet  without  the  other  par^ 
having  at  all  relied  on  those  erroneous  representations. 

In  the  present  case,  it  may  be  that  the  jury  has  corw 
rectly  found,  that  the  representations  made  to  the  De» 
fendant  respecting  the  MiddJeton  coal  were  false,  and 
not  relied  on  by  the  Defendant 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  closes  of  land  containing 
the  coal  in  question  had  been  bored,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  what  were  the  depth  and  thickness  of 
the  Middlelon  coal.  The  depth  and  thickness,  at  some 
distance,  were  known,  but  there  were  variations  in  the 
beds,  and  all  that  was  known  afforded  only  obscure  and 
uncertain  indications  of  the  depth  and  thickness  of  the 
beds  in  particular  closes,  which  had  not  been  bored  to 
the  requisite  depth. 


Having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  subject,  to  the 
language  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  the  experience  of  the 
Defendant's  agent,  to  whom  the  representations  were 
made,  I  cannot,  upon  the  mere  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence 
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dence  to  me,  avoid  entertaining  some  doubt,  whether        1844. 
the  representations  made  to  Field  were  such  as  can     ^^^'V^*^ 
properly  be  called  false ;  and  having  carefully  read,  not  v. 

only  the.  notes  of  the  evidence  taken  at  the  trial,  but  Shillito. 
also  all  the  evidence  taken  in  this  suit,  and  being  with- 
out the  benefit  of  any  personal  observation  upon  the 
witnesses  under  examination  at  the  trial,  I  do  not  see 
any  sufficient  reason  for  thinking  that  the  jury  came  to 
an  improper  conclusion. 

In  that  state  of  circumstances,  I  have  anxiously  con« 
sidered  what  was  said  at  the  bar,  respecting  the  summing 
up  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
proper  questions  were  fairly  and  sufficiently  brought 
under  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  It  is  not  alleged 
that  any  additional  evidence  can  be  adduced;  and  i( 
appears  to  me,  that  in  a  matter,  which  in  itself  niay  have 
been  somewhat  doubtful,  —  in  which  I  have  myself  some 
doubt  upon  the  finding  as  to  false  representations,  and 
in  which  I  agree  with  the  finding  as  to  the  non*reliance 
of  the  Defendant  upon  false  representations  (supposing 

tliem  to  have  been  made),  I  ought  to  be  satisfied  with 

tl^e  verdict  upon  the  first  issue. 

I  therefore  refuse  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The 
e'-^^ksts  of  the  motion  must  be  considered  at  the  hearing 
(>:k=m  the  equity  reserved. 


The  cause  came  on  for  further  direcftions,  when  specific   Fdrtuuy  is. 
irformance  was  decreed,  with  the  costs  of  suit,  of  the 
sues,  and  of  the  application  for  a  new  trial. 


See  Attwood  v.  Small,  6  CI.  4r  Fin.  853. 
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1844. 


February  15. 


UPJOHN  i;,  UPJOHN. 


fiecfoestof 
residue  to  A. 
for  life,  with 
power  there- 
out  to  advance 
her  eldest  sod, 
and  a  gift, 
after  J.'s 
death,  of  the 
said  residue  to 
J*§  children 
equally.  Held, 
on  the  con- 
text, that  the 
amount  ad- 
vanced to  A*t 
eldest  son  was 
not  to  be 
taken  into 
account  in  the 
ultimate  di- 
vision of  the 
remainder 
amongst  il.'s 
children. 


rilHE  testatrix  gave  and  devised  <^  all  the  residue  of 
her  estate"  to  her  executors,  in  trust  to  invest, and 
to  pay  the  interest  to  her  daughter  Catherine  Maty  Page 
for  life.  She  then  proceeded  in  the  following  words : ' 
— -  *^  And  I  do  hereby  empower  my  said  executors  and 
executrix,  during  the  lifetime  of  my  said  daughter,  (her 
consent  in  writing  first  obtained,)  to  employ  and  expend 
any  part  of  the  said  residue,  they^  in  their  discretion, 
shall  think  meet,  towards  the  support,  education,  and 
advancement  in  life  of  my  grandson  William  George 
Page.  And  from  and  after  the  death  of  my  said 
daughter,  I  give  the  said  residue  to  all  the  children  of 
my  said  daughter  now  born  or  hereafter  to  be  born,  by 
her  present  or  any  future  husband,  to  be  equally  di- 
vided between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  be 
severally  paid  them  as  they  shall  respectively  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years ;  the  share  or  shares  of  such 
as  shall  die  under  that  age  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  survivors.  But  if  none  of  them  shall  attain  the  said 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  I  give  the  said  residue  to 
my  nephew  WiUiam  Burlton/' 


Catherine  Mary  Page  had  issue  William  George  Page 
her  eldest  son,  and  three  other  children. 

The  executors  of  the  will,  with  the  consent  of  Cathe^ 
rine  Mary  Ujijohn,  and  by  virtue  of  the  power  given 
by  the  will,  ^<  advanced  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  William 
George  Page  the  sum  of  300//* 

The 
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The  question  which  now  came  before  the  Conrt  was, 
whether,  in  the  ultimate  division  of  the  residue,  this  sum 
of  SOOL  was  to  be  deducted  from  William  George  Pagifs 
share. 


\S% 


1844. 


Upjohn 
Upjohn. 


Mr.  PrescoU  White^  and  Mr.  Campbellj  argued  as  fol- 
lows:—  The  800/.  ought  not  to  be  deducted  from  the 
share  of  WUUam  George  Page. 

The  power  to  employ  any  portion  of  the  residue 
towards  the  support,  education,  and  advancement  in  life 
of  WiJUam  George  Page^  does  not  mean  a  power  of  pre- 
payment out  of  his  share,  but  a  benefit,  beyond  that 
given  to  the  other  children,  of  promoting  or  establishing 
him  in  the  world. 

The  usual  clauses  in  settlements  contain  the  hotchpot 

clause,  or  a  direction  that  the  money  advanced  shall  be 

taken  <*  as  part  of  the  provision  thereby  provided.''  (a) 

Here  there  is  no  such  clause.     This  gift  also  differs 

^m  the  ordinary  clause  of  advancement  contained  in  a 

^^ement,  in  several  respects.     First,  here  the  power 

P^'C^cedet  the  gift.     Secondly,  it  applies  to  one  child  only, 

^^  c]  not  to  alL    Thirdly,  it  is  to  be  executed  only  during 

^^  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  not  afterwards,  though 

^  ^  le^tee  be  then  a  minor.    And  fourthly,  it  empowers 

executors  to  raise  any  part  of  the  whole  residue,  and 

^      ^lot  limited  to  the  presumptive  share  of  the  eldest 


til 


*JTie  testatrix  intending  a  preference  in  favour  of 
'^^r&jw   George  Page,  gave  a    power  of  appointing 
^^  ^  part  of  the  whole  fund  to  him.     The  power  has 
^^)^^n  exercised,  and  the  appointee  takes  as  if  the  ap- 
pointment 
(a)  Sanders  on  Uses,  172. 


I 
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1844*.  poiotment  had  been  contmned  in  the  will  itself,  and 
he  is  entitled  to  his  full  share  of  the  unappointed  re- 
sidue. 


UPJOBEf 

r. 
Upjohn. 


Mr.  Glasse^  Mr.  Parry^  and  Mr.  Bagshawcj  contriu 
The  testatrix  clearly  intended  an  equality  amongst  all 
the  children.  The  residue  was  to  be  divided,  *^  share 
and  share  alike,"  and  it  is  to  be  remarked  she  uses  the 
word  "  said  residue,"  viz.  the  whole  residue  previously 
mentioned,  before  any  deduction. 

The  only  way  of  arriving  at  an  equality,  is  by  attri- 
buting the  300/.  to  the  share  oi  WiUiam  George  Page  in 
the  residue. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 

The  testatrix  did  not  mean  an  equality,  for,  there 
being  a  plurality  of  children,  she,  for  some  reason,  which 
we  can  only  conjecture,  gave  to  the  eldest  a  benefit 
which  she  did  not  extend  to  the  other  children. 

Having  given  "  all  her  residue,"  the  whole  was  to 
remain  in  mass,  and  the  interest  was  to  be  paid  to  her 
daughter  for  life;  but  there  was  a  power,  with  the 
daughter's  consent,  to  employ  and  expend  ^^  any  part  of 
the  said  residue"  (that  is,  of  the  residue  in  mass),  towards 
the  support,  &c.  of  her  eldest  son,  and  on  her  deaths 
^<  the  said  residue "  was  to  be  divided  among  the 
children. 

By  the  last  words,  "  the  said  residue,"  she  could  not 
have  meant  the  whole  of  her  residue,  excluding  the 
money  which  might  have  been  advanced,  because  the 
gift  over  is  in  the  same  terms,  namely,  of  *^  her  said 

residue,** 
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rmdne/^  which  most  evidently  have  meant  her  residue        184'4. 
lifter  such  deduction. 

It  appears  to  me  that  a  benefit  was  given  to  the  eldest 
l)e7ond  the  other  children,  and  the  SOOL  ought  not 
therefore  to  be  deducted  from  his  share. 


GILL  V.  EYTON.  1845. 

Dec.  8. 

.VIIHIS  was  a  motion  for  the  production  of  papers.         After  a  bill 
JL  for  redemp-* 

tion  had  been 
The  Plaintiff  GfiC  filed  his  original  bill  against  one  filed,  but   . 

J^mUy  for  the  redemption  of  a  mortgage;  and  pending  ,,f^^  had 

"tilt  suit,  but  before  service  of  the  subpcena^  Danily  aa-  been  served, 

signed  his  mortgage  to  Eyton,     The  Plaintiff  thereupon  tranrfcrre?^ 

brought  Euton  before  the  Court  by  a  supplemental  bill,  hw  mortgagCj 
T*  ,.        ,    .  .      ,  r      ,   ,  ,    and  his  trans- 

it Was  alleged  that  the  assignment  was  fraudulent  and  feree  was 

▼exatious,  and  in  order  to  impede  the  Plaintiff  in  the  fJre"S'c^urt 

enforcement  of  his  rights.     The  Defendant  Eyton  ad-  by  supple- 

''w'ttcd  that  he  had  the  assignment  in  his  possession,  and  JJ^^^g  al'lMed 

^^   ouestion  now  was,  whether  he  was  bound  to  pro-  ^^^^  the 
dii^^       .  transfer  had 

"^  i^»  been  made  for 

fitiudulent 
^fc^  and  vexatious 

•■^^r.  Pemberton  Leig/iy  for  the  Plaintiff.  purposes. 

,^  Held,  that  the 

^^e  allege  that  this  was  a  fraudulent  and  vexatious   Plaintiff  was 

^^^rivance,  in  order  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff;   to  the  pro- 

M^^     it  is  setded,  that  where  a  deed  is  impeached  for   duction  ofthe 
(L.  deeci  of  trans* 

™^^cl,  a  plaintiff  is  entided  to  its  production,  (a)  fer. 

Mr. 
(a)  See  Batffbrd  v.  Blakedey,  6  J7mp.  131. 


i 
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1 84S.  Mn  Kinierdey^  contra. 

A  mortgagee  is  not  bound  to  produce  his  deeds  untU 
payment  of  what  is  due  to  him.  This  suit  does  not 
impeach  the  assignment  for  fraud,  but  seeks  to  redeem ; 
and  the  allegations  as  to  the  assignment  are  only  intro- 
duced with  a  view  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Pfmberion  Lttghf  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  to  the  production  of  this  deed,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  this  bill  does  not  impeach  it  for  fraud,  for  the 
Plaintiff  is  willing  to  pay  what  is  due  upon  the  mort- 
gage. It  is,  however,  alleged,  that  the  assignment  was 
fraudulent  and  vexatious,  because  it  was  executed  in 
order  to  hamper  the  Plaintiff  in  recovering  back  the 
mortgage  property.  I  think  this  no  sufficient  reason 
^hy  it  should  be  ordered  to  be  produced. 


See  Bnwne  v.  Lcckkari,  10  5Mi.4Sa 
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1844. 

ATTORNEY.GENERAL  t;.  The  LEATHER-         Jan.  \z. 
SELLERS'  Company. 

In  re  J.  T. 

TN  this  case  an  attachment  had  issued  against «/.  7!,   A  solicitor 
the  solicitor  in  the  cause^  for  non-delivery  of  his  bill    J^i^L^iJ^ 
of  costs,  pursuant  to  an  order  to  that  effect.     He  was   Court  to 
arrested  thereunder  on  the  12th  o^  January.  profcswonal 

business  there 

It  was  now  moved  that  he  might  be  discharged  out  priyileged 

of  custody,  on  the  ground  that,  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  ™™  ""f®?*- 

he  was  proceeding  to  attend  a  case  in  the  Rolls  Court  on  an  appli-  ' 

in  which  he  was  engaged  as  solicitor.     His  affidavit  SShaiw,**" 

stated,  that  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  he  was  proceeding  swore,  that  at 

direct  from  his  own  dwelling-house  in  Wharton  Street^  ^^^  caption 

J^entanville,  for  the  express  purpose  of  attending  this  ^®  ^^  P^p- 

Court,  to  be  present  at  the  hearing  of  two  petitions  from  hu 

stendinir  in  the  paper.  dwelHng- 

®  ^  ^  house  for  the 

purpose  of 

J.  T:s  clerk  stated,  that  he  left  J.  T.,  at  his  dwelling-  S^rf  J°«/J^^ 

'jouse,  at  or  very  shortly  before  eleven  o'clock  of  the  petitions  at 

Wetimimter 

*«-«ane  day,  with  the  papers  to  be  used  on  the  hearing  of  On  the  othw 

rti^  petitions,  he  being  instructed  and  informed  by  J.  T.  '*?°^»  ^^o 

^o    c^all  at  his  chambers  in  Graj/s  Inn^  and  that  the  said  posed,  that 

*^     ^31  should  leave  his  said  dwelling-house  in  a  quarter  }^^  direction 
g*  °  ^  m  which  he 

^'       an  hour,  and  go  direct  to  Westminster^  and  would  was  walking 

*^^^^t  the  Deponent  on  his  road  to  Westminster^  and  take  Si^"fon^hey 

^*^^  said  papers,  as  he,  J.  21,  must  be  at  Westminster  would  have 

*^^*<)re  twelve  o'clock,  by  which  time  he  expected  the  fl,e  nearest^ 


^^^tions  to  come  on,  and  when  he  had  appomted  to  ■"**  ™<>»^  ^^ 
tt\-=^  .    ,         ,  ...  .       -  .,  rectwayto 

^>^«t  some  of  the  other  solicitors  in  the  said  cause  at  WeHmhuier. 

^^^^minsier.  Held,  tiiat  this 

^     was  not  a 
^"  sufficient 
proof  of  deriatioD,  lo  as  to  disentitle  the  solicitor  to  hit  dischai^. 


\ 
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1844>. 


The 

Attornbt- 

Obneral 

The 
Lbathbr- 

8BLLBB8 

Ck>mpaDy. 


On  the  other  hand,  the  oflBcer  and  another  witness 
stated,  that  he  arrested  J.  T.  in  Bagnigge  WeUs  Eoad^ 
when  J.  T.  stated,  (hat  he  had  a  cause  at  Westminsierf 
and  was  then  on  his  way  to  attend  it,  but  he  did  not 
name  the  Court  in  which  such  cause  was  to  be  heard, 
nor  did  he  shew  any  papers  confirmatory  of  this  state- 
ment ;  that  he  on  the  contrary,  and  in  the  same  breathy 
stated,  that  he  had  an  appointment  at  Judges' chambers^ 
and  after  that  another  appointment  in  LincobCs  Lm 
Fields.  That  when  he,  the  officer,  arrested  Jl  T.  in  the 
Bagnigge  WeUs  Roadf  he  was  walkbg  towards  Coppice 
RoWf  Clerkenwell,  which  is  not  the  direction  in  which  the 
Deponents,  if  they  resided  in  Wharton  Street^  PenUmr 
villey  would  have  proceeded  to  Westminster^  as  the  near- 
est and  most  direct  way  to  such  last-mentioned  place. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  now  moved  that  J.  T.  might  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
privileged  from  arrest,  while  proceeding  to  attend  to  his 
professional  duties  in  this  Court 

Mr.  John  Baifyy  contrdy  contended  that  the  party 
was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge ;  that  he  had  deviated 
from  the  direct  road  to  the  Court,  and  was,  in  fact, 
proceeding  to  other  places  before  coming  to  West" 
minster. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  Mr.c^  T.  is  entitled  to 
his  protection  from  arrest 


No  doubt  a  solicitor,  who  is  proceeding  to  Court  to 
attend  to  his  professional  business  there  pending^  is  prn 
vileged  from  arrest;  and  the  question  always  is,  whe- 
ther^  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  be  was  bond  fide  pro- 
ceeding 
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ceediog  in  a  direct  line  to  or  from  the  Court     Here, 

be  states  positively,  that  he  was  proceeding  direct  from 

bis  residence  towards  Westminster  HaU^  for  the  express 

purpooe  of  attending  the  hearing  of  two  petitions  in  the 

paper^  and  he  is  corroborated  in  this  by  another  person, 

iho  states  other  collateral  circumstances. 

I  think  this  would  clearly  be  suffident  to  entitle  him 
to  bis  privilege;  but  a  doubt  is  thrown  on  the  matter, 
by  bis  not  having  given  a  distinct  account  to  the  officer 
of  vAnete  he  was  proceeding :  it  is,  however,  very  pos- 
liUe  fliat  he  might,  have  been  flurried  at  the  time,  and 
that  he  might  have  intended  to  go  to  the  several  places, 
&it  to  the  Court,  and  afterwards  to  the  others;  —this 
^^Id  not  be  quite  inconsistent  with  what  he  stated. 


1844*. 


The 

Attornby- 

Gknbbal 

The 

LSATHBR^ 
8SLLBR8 

Company. 


With  regard  to  his  proceeding  in  a  direct  line,  the 

officer  says  that  he  would  not  have  proceeded  in  this 

^Jirection,  as  the  nearest  and  most  direct  way  to  West- 

minster  -  but  he  might  be  better  acquainted  with  the 

^V9  and  might  have  known  a  nearer  road ;  and  he  has 

^0^  stated  that  this  was  not  the  way  by  which  persons 

ordinarily  go  from  Wharton  Street  to  Westminster. 

^^  ^hink  that,  on  the  affidavits  before  me,  this  party  is 
co^itled  to  his  discharge.  («) 

C^)  See  Ex  parte  Ledtriek,  8      41S.;  E»  parte  Byne^  1  Vet.  4r 
F^*«  ^98.;  GoicoygneU  Case,  14      B.  517. 
^^*  1S3.;  Coitl^i  Casey  le^Ves. 
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Feb.  8.         THE  MARQUIS  OF  HERTFORD  v.  SUISSE. 

Amotion  to     PHpHE  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  on  the  12th  ofjufy 
inad!%'the*  1842,  against  Suisse  and  other  Defendants.     The 

Vice-Chan-      answer  of  Suisse  was  filed  on  the  17th  of  November 

cellor  ordered 

it  to  stand         1842. 

over  till 

the  Lord 

Chancellor  On  the  8th  o{  May  lS4fSf  Suisse  moved,  before  the 

on  app^  a  Vice-Chancellor  of  England^  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want 

motion  relat-  of  prosecution,  but  an  appeal  motion  being  then  pend- 

i^ject.  After  ing  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  which  related  to  the 

Ch  ^^\\  P  ^natters  of  the  cause,  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England 

decision,  the  ordered  the  application  to  dismiss  to  stand  over,  until 

prelsine'what  ^®  Lord  Chancellor  had  given  judgment  on  the  motion, 
bad  uien 

theVice-^  On  the  18th  of  November  1843,  the  Lord  Chancellor 

Chancellor,  gave  judgment  (a),  and  on  the  25th  of  January  1844, 

the  Rolls,  an  the  Plaintifi*,  upon  petition  of  course,  obtained  at  the  Rolls 

order  of  ^  ^j.^^^  ^  amend  his  bill.     The  Plaintiff,  in  his  peti- 

courie  to  >  r^ 

amend.  It  was  tion,  made  no  mention  of  the  pendency  of  the  motion  to 

and  db^     '  dismiss,  or  of  what  had  taken  place  before  the  Vice- 
charged  mth    Chancellor  of  England  on  that  motion* 
costs. 

Mr.  Boupell  and  Mr.  De  Gex  now  moved  to  dis- 
charge the  order  to  amend.  They  argued,  that  it  was 
irregular,  first,  on  the  merits  (which  it  is  unnecessary  to 
state,  as  the  judgment  was  founded  on  the  irregularity)  ; 
secondly,  because  it  had  been  obtained  while  the  motion 
to  dismiss  was  pending,  and  by  a  suppression  of  those 
material  circumstances  which  had  occurred  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor. 

Mr. 

(a)  1  PMlUptf  207. 
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Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Schomberg^  contra^  argued 
^at  the  order  was  regular  on  the  merits,  that  there  was 
^^  suppression  of  any  facts  which  were  material ;  and 
l^t  an  order  to  amend  was  regular,  if  obtained  before 
Judgment  given  on  the  motion  to  dbmiss. 

^  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
^'^er  was  irregular,  having  been  irregularly  obtained,  as 
^*  Course,  upon  a  suppression  of  material  facts,  (a)  He 
^d  that  he  could  not  determine  the  merits,  as  the  cause 
^^  attached  to  the  other  branch  of  the  Court.  He 
*^harged  the  order  with  costs,  [b) 

C«jSe«    6th    Order   of   9th      5  Beav.  49.;  Hooper  ▼.  Paoer^ 
'^J'  1839,  OrSnet  Can.  137.  6  Beav.  173.;  St.  Victor  v.  Devc- 

^4)  See  Ro&inton  ▼.  MUner,      reux^  6  Beav,  584. 


1844. 


The 

Marquis  of 

HaaTFORD 

V. 

Suisse. 


BOWMAN  V.  BELL, 

JL      "Testator  devised  his  estate  to  trustees,  who 

Contracted  to  sell  the  property.     This  suit  being 

^^^^«rds  instituted,  the  heir  disputed  the  will.  An  is^ue 

**^tjiV  vel  non  was  directed,  the  accounts  of  the  per- 

^1  estate  were  ordered  to  be  taken,  and  further  direc- 

^   Vfere  reserved. 


^^  He  jury  found  in  favour  of  the  will.     The  trustees, 

^^^  the  case  had  been  brought  on  upon  the  equity 

^Y^^^^f  presented  a  petition  for  a  reference  to  the 

5^^ter  to  ascertain  if  it  would  be  beneficial  to  the  par- 

^^  U>  adopt  the  sale. 

^r.  Kindersleyj  Mr.  Purvis^  and  Mr.  SA^^,  for  different 
^les. 

Vol.  Vn.  M  The 


ri845. 
Feb.  10. 

On  an  iaiue 
deviiovUvet 
fum,  thejarjr 
found  in 
favour  of  the 
will,  but  be- 
fore the  cauia 
had  been 
heard  on  the 
equity  re- 
served, the 
devisees  in 
trust  applied 
for  a  refer- 
ence,  to  in- 
quire whether 
a  contract 
entered  into 
by  them  was 
beneficial. 
Held,  that  the 
application 
was  prema- 
ture. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  the  application 
premature,  and  that  this  petition  could  not  be  heard  till 
the  case  had  been  disposed  of  on  the  equity  reserved. 
He  said  that  the  issue  having  been  directed  merely  to 
inform  the  conscience  of  the  Court,  the  validity  of  the 
will  had  not  yet  been  finally  established  so  as  to  enable 
the  Court  at  present  to  act  upon  it 


1844. 
FA.  S4. 


CLARKE  t;.  MANNING. 


rilHIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  pro- 


± 


ceedings  at  law,  and  was  founded  on  the  merits 


confessed  by  the  Defendant's  answer. 


This  Court 
has  concur- 
rent jurisdic- 
tion with 
courts  of  law 
in  cases  of 
fraud,  but  there      It  appeared  that  in  1842  Roe  and  Blachford  carried 

are  course  of  ^^  business  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  as  bankers,  and  that 

which  this  they  had  in  their  hands  monies,  to  a  considerable  amount, 

strues  M  frau-  belonging  jointly  to  the  Defendant  Manniiig  and  others, 

dulent,  but  who  were  their  customers.    A  joint  stock  bank  being 

of  law  would  about  to  be  formed,  it  was  agreed  that  the  business  of 

not  notice.  ^^^   ^^^   Blachford   should    cease,    that   the   banking 

injunction  to  company  should  be  carried  on  upon  the  same  premises, 

and  that  Roe  and  Blachford  should  become  two  of  the 


restrain  an 
action  at  law, 


on  the  eround   managing  directors  of  the  banking  company, 
both  oflegal 


and  equitable 
fraud,  the 
court,  ad- 
mitting its 


The  company  accordingly  commenced  business  on 
the  12th  oiMay  1842.  Mannings  some  time  afterwards, 
i"e"enDhie°thc  ®P®°^  *"  account  with  the  new  banking  company,  and 
legal  fraud,  Blachford^ 

permitted  the 

action  to  proceed,  in  order  to  determine  the  question  of  legal  fraud,  and  restrained 
execution  only,  with  liberty  to  apply.  The  jury  having  found  that  there  was  no 
legal  fraud,  this  Court  afterwards  entered  into  the  consideration  of  the  question  of 
equitable  foud,  and  finding  none  to  exist,  permitted  execution  to  be  t^en  out 
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Blaehfbrd^  acting  for  the  company,  fraudulently  trans*  1844. 
ferred  the  balance  of  1977/.9  due  to  Manning  from 
himself  and  Boe^  from  the  account  of  the  old  firm 
to  that  of  the  new ;  and,  on  behalf  of  the  bank,  ren- 
dered them  liable  to  Mannitig  for  the  payment. 
The  amount  was  entered  in  the  <<  pass-book,"  but  was 
omitted  in  the  other  books  of  the  company.  A  cor- 
respondence which  took  place  between  Manning  and 
die  company,  acting  by  Blacftfiard^  was  in  like  manner 
sappressed. 

In  December  1842  Blackford  and  Bjoe  became  bank 
mpts,  the  firaud  became  known,  and  the  question  was, 
who  was  to  sufier  by  it.  Manning  commenced  an 
action  at  law  against  the  banking  company  for  the 
recovery  of  the  balance  due,  including  the  1977/*,  and 
the  bank,  submitting  to  the  remainder  of  the  claim,  filed 
this  bill  to  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of  the  1977/.» 
mnd  charging  Manning  with  fraud  and  collusion  in  the 
xnatter. 

An  answer  was  put  in,  denying  all  the  charges  of 
^Tand  particularly  set  out  in  the  bill.     A  motion  was 
made  for  an  injunction.     The  other  facts  of  this 
\  are  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  BagsJume^  in  support  of  the 
'^^notion. 

Mr.  T\amer  and  Mr.  Allntdtj  contrti. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     The  Plaintiff  in  this 

^^ase  is  the  managing  officer  of  the  Isle  of  Wight  Joint 

^ock  Banking  Company.     The  bill  is  filed  by  him  for 

the  purpose  of  restraining  the  Defendants  from  pro- 
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ceeding  at  law  to  recover  a  debt  alleged  to  be  due  to 
them  from  the  banking  company. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  singular.  In  the 
month  o(  May  1842,  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Roe 
and  Blackford  carried  on  the  business  of  bankers  at 
'Semport  in  the  hie  of  Wight.  At  that  time,  the  forma- 
tion of  the  Isle  of  Wight  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company 
was  in  contemplation,  and  arrangements  were  made  be- 
tween Roe  and  Blachford  and  the  persons  forming  the 
new  company,  by  which  the  business  of  Roe  and  Black" 
fordj  as  bankers,  was  to  cease,  their  business  was  to 
be  wound  up  in  a  place  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  their 
former  place  of  business  was  to  be  occupied  as  the 
banking  shop  of  the  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company 
then  in  .  formation.  The  deed  of  settlement  was  exe- 
cuted on  the  9th  of  May  1842,  and  the  business  com- 
menced on  the  12th  of  May,  The  directors  who 
were  appointed  to  superintend  the  business  were  four 
persons,  of  whom  Roe  and  Blachford,  partners  in  the 
old  firm,  were  to  be  the  managing  directors,  —  an 
arrangement,  the  prudence  of  which  certainly  seems  (to 
say  the  least  of  it)  very  questionable.  They  accordingly 
undertook  to  be  the  managing  directors.  Roe  and  Btach-^ 
ford  were  debtors  to  the  Defendants  in  this  cause  on 
two  separate  accounts.  On  one  account  they  were 
debtors  to  the  amount  of  463/.  145.  6d.j  and  on  the 
other  for  the  sum  of  1877/.  185.  Some  variations  took 
place  in  one  of  these  accounts  before  the  month  of 
Augtist  1842,  when,  on  one  account,  463/.  145.  6d.  was 
due  from  Roe  and  Blackford,  and  on  the  other  1467/. 
125.  Id.  There  was  some  interest  due,  and  the  whole 
sum  then  due  for  principal  and  interest  amounted  to 
1977/.  which  is  the  only  sum  now  in  question  between 
the  parties. 

In 
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Id  the  same  month  of  August,  the  Defendants  were 
desirous  that  the  balance  due  to  them  from  the  old 
firm,  should  be  transferred  to  the  account  of  the  new 
firm,  the  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company,  and  on  the 
11th  o(  August,  a  letter  was  written  by  Mr.  Blackford  to 
the  Defendants,  stating  that  they  were  at  liberty  to 
draw  on  the  new  firm  to  the  amount  of  1467/.  125.  \d., 
the  balance  due  upon  one  of  the  two  accounts.  On  the 
1 5th  oi  August,  a  cheque  was  drawn  by  the  Defendants 
upon  the  new  firm,  for  the  sum  of  1000/.,  in  favour  of 
Mr.  Deacon,  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendants.  Mr.  Deacon 
paid  it  into  the  hands  of  his  bankers,  his  bankers 
communicated  with  the  joint  stock  bank,  but  when  it 
was  paid,  does  not  appear.  Another  cheque,  for  a  sum 
of  lOOOil,  was  also  drawn  on  the  29th  of  August  by  the 
Defendants  in  favour  of  Mr.  Deacon,  and  which  was 
treated  in  the  same  manner.  When  that  was  paid,  does 
not  appear. 


1844. 


Clarke 
Manning. 


I  think  it  does  appear,  on  this  occasion,  that  when 
these  two  cheques  were  drawn,  there  was  no  account 
open  between  the  new  firm  and  the  Defendants,  but  it 
seems,  that  on  the  5ih  of  September,  Mr.  Blachford,  the 
managing  director,  gave  instructions  to  the  clerk  of 
the  new  firm,  to  open  an  account  between  the  new  firm 
and  the  Defendants ;  and  we  find  entries  made,  be- 
^nning  on  a  day  in  September  which  is  not  stated,  in 
which  those  two  checks  of  1000/.  each,  together  with 
other  sums,  are  duly  entered.  The  first  entry  on  the 
other  side  of  the  account  is  dated  on  the  28rd  of  Sep- 
iember,  and  consisted  of  a  sum  then  paid  into  the  new 
bank  by  the  Defendants,  and  some  other  sums  were 
also  entered.  On  the  SOth  of  September  there  is  one 
of  cash  entered  as  551.  \0s,,  paid  in  by  the  Defendants 
to  the  new  bank,  and  immediately  under  that  entry,  and 
seemingly  on  the  same  day,  there  is  an  entry  to  the 

M  S  credit 
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1844.  credit  of  the  Defendants  of  1977/.9  being  the  sum  which 
is  now  in  question  between  these  parties,  and  stated  to 
be  the  amount  of  the  whole  balance  due  to  the  Defend* 
ants  from  Roe  and  Blachford.  It  is  thus  entered^  on 
the  SOth  September^  to  the  credit  of  tlie  Defendants  with 
the  new  firm,  in  the  pass-book  between  the  new  firm  and 
the  Defendants ;  but  as  it  seems  at  present,  entered  no* 
where  else,  and  not  at  all  entered  in  any  of  the  general 
open  books  of  the  partnership,  which  books,  though 
they  comprise  the  entries  of  the  other  sums  of  money 
comprised  in  this  '^  pass-book,"  do  not  contain'  any 
entry  whatever  of  this  particular  sum.  .The  account,  as 
kept  in  the  pass-book,  goes  on  with  this  item  of  ]  977^, 
but  as  kept  in  the  other  books  of  the  firm,  without  that 
item.  The  pass-book  is,  from  time  to  time,  made  up 
with  that  item.  Whether  there  was  any  making  up  of 
the  accounts  in  the  other  books,  does  not  appear  on 
this  occasion ;  but  this  item  was  not  in  them,  as  it 
would  seem.  The  matter  so  proceeds,  and  the  account 
goes  on  between  the  parties.  JRoe  and  Blackford  be- 
came bankrupts  in  December  1842.  The  pass-book  is 
then  communicated  to  the  persons  who  at  that  time  had 
.the  management  of  the  business,  and  it  is  discovered 
that  the  accounts  in  the  pass-book  and  in  the  other 
books  of  the  firm  differ  in  respect  of  this  item.  It  be^ 
came  plain  a  fraud  must  have  been  committed,  and  a 
very  gross  fraud.  Who  is  to  bear  the  burthen  of  it  ? 
That  is  really  the  only  question  between  these  parties; 
The  fraud,  which  up  to  that  time  was  secret,  having  been 
exposed,  immediately,  and  of  necessity,  arises  the  ques- 
tion betwen  these  parties,  ^^  who  is  to  be  charged  with 
the  effiect  of  it  ?  "  The  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company, 
who  are  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause,  say,  they  are  ad- 
vised, that,  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  not  to 
bear  it.  The  Defendants  say  they  have  acted  in  the 
usual  way  between  bankers  and  their  customers ;  that 

they 
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they  were  justified  in  trusting  the  persons  with  whom        1844. 
they  dealt,  who  acted  on  behalf  of  the  company ;  that 
they  are  perfectly  and  entirely  innocent,   and  there- 
fore ought  not  to  be  charged  with  the  consequences  of     MANKwa. 
this  fraud. 

In  that  state  of  things  the  Defendants  commence  theur 
action,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  what  appears  to 
be  due  on  the  balance  of  their  account,  including  in  it 
this  disputed  item  of  19772.  The  Defendants  in  the 
action,  represented  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause,  say, 
jou  are  not  entitled  to  so  large  a  sum  as  that;  we 
must  deduct  the  1977/.,  the  subject  of  this  fraud, 
«nd*we  will  pay  into  Court  the  remaining  part  of 
the  balance.  They  did  pay  that  into  Court.  The 
J'laintifis  in  the  action  have  accepted  that  sum,  and 
St  now  appears  that  the  remaining  sum  is,  as  I  stated 
l)efore,  the  only  one  in  question. 

This  bill  is  filed,  stating  these   and   some  other' 

facts  which  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  minutely 

^x>  detail;  and,  in  stating  those  facts,  it,  at  the  same 

^me,  charges  the  Defendants  with  having  concerted 

^  fraud  with  Blachford^  or  with  Blachford  and  Roe, 

Wot  the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment  of  this  balance 

from  the  new  firm,  which  it  was  hopeless  they  would 

%3e  able  to  obtain  from  Boe  and  Blachford^  and,   on 

'^liat  ground  of  fraud,  thus  charged,  it  asks  for  relief. 

"jThe  charges  in  the  bill  are  those  of  fraud,  by  concert 

-^nd  combination  between  these  parties.     The  case  is 

^Drought  into  equity,  not  only  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 

^Dut  also  on  the  ground  of  complication  of  account;  that, 

^riowever,  I  do  not  particularly  take  notice  o£ 

This  Court  has  clearly  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
^U  other  courts  in  matters  of  fraud;  but  the  defence 
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1844.  ^'hich  is  made  is  this  — that  all  the  frauds  which  are 
here  distinctly  charged  are  such,  that  if  the  Plaiutifis 
were  to  make  them  out,  they  would  furnish  a  defence 
at  law,  and  therefore  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  occasion 
to  seek  relief  in  equity.  The  Defendants  here  say^ 
let  the  action  be  tried,  you  have  pleaded  the  frauds, 
prove  them,  and  you  will  have  there  the  same  relief 
which  you  ask  for  here.  The  answer  to  which  is  this  : 
It  is  very  true,  that  if  I  make  out  those  frauds  which 
would  be  a  defence  at  law,  I  should  succeed  at  law ; 
and,  though  I  have  not  distinctly  charged  fraud  of  any 
other  kind,  yet  I  have  stated  and  alleged  facts,  which 
shew  that  there  has  been  a  fraud  which  would  not  be  a 
defence  at  law,  not  being  those  direct  frauds  arising 
from  falsehood,  concert,  and  combination,  which  will  be 
taken  notice  of  there,  but  frauds  which  will  only  be 
taken  cognizance  of  in  a  court  of  equity,  namely,  fraud 
arising  from  the  negligence  or  want  of  caution  of  the 
parties  dealing  with  the  agents,  directors  or  managers 
'of  the  joint  stock  company: — such  negligence  and  such 
want  of  caution  as  have  enabled  them  to  practise  a 
fraud  on  those  for  whom  they  were  acting,  and  which 
they  would  not  have  been  able  to  have  practised,  if  the 
Defendants  here  had  not  been  guilty  of  such  want  of 
attention  and  such  negligence  as  they  have. 

It  is  very  true  that  there  are  courses  of  conduct 
which  this  Court  construes  to  be  fraudulent,  and  which 
may  be  used  as  a  defence  to  a  party  sought  to  be 
charged  with  the  consequence  of  them,  which  would  not 
be  taken  notice  of  in  a  court  of  law.  It  is  very  true 
also  that  those  matters  which  have  been  called  legal 
frauds  might  be  taken  notice  of  here;  but  relief  is  sought 
for  on  the  ground  of  both  species  of  fraud,  namelj', 
that  which  would  be  considered  fraud  in  a  court  of  law, 
and  that  which  would  be  held  to  be  fraud  in  a  court 

of 
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of  equity.  The  answer  comes  in,  denying  directly  and  1844. 
positively  all  the  charges  of  fraud  which  are  particularly 
set  out  in  the  bill,  and  claims  and  insists,  that  the  De- 
fendants have  a  right  to  have  those  imputed  frauds 
determined  by  an  immediate  investigation  in  a  court  of 
law.  They,  however,  admit  that  there  may  possibly  be 
such  things  as  this  Court  alone  would  consider  a  de- 
fence to  their  claim,  but  not  admitting  that  any  thing  of 
the  sort  exists. 

This  being  a  motion  made  upon  the  answer,  which 
denies  all  direct  or  legal  fraud,  the  order  which  I  have 
to  make  on  this  present  occasion  cannot  proceed,  in  the 
least  degree,  on  that  foundation.  The  question  which 
I  have  to  consider  here  is,  whether  there  is  not  a  pro- 
bable case  to  be  made  out  which  requires  investigation ; 
and  I  think  that  this  is  a  case  that  requires  investigation 
as  to  that  which  is  alleged  to  be  a  fraud  in  a  court  of 
equity.  Then  it  is  said  by  the  Plaintiffs  that  the  legal 
and  equitable  fraud  are  but  one  case,  and  that  I  must 
determine  both  together.  It  is  certainly  one  case,  but 
it  is  founded  on  two  distinct  portions — namely,  the 
charges  of  direct  fraud,  and  the  charges  of  fraud  which, 
though  not  direct  and  being  innocently  meant,  might 
nevertheless  relieve  the  party  who  is  sought  to  be 
charged  with  the  effect  of  it.  Is  it  an  imperative  rule 
that  I  must  have  the  whole  tried  at  once  ?  Where 
direct  frauds  are  charged,  I  think  they  are  much  more 
likely  to  be  fully  investigated  in  a  court  of  law  than  here. 
Why,  then,  should  not  this  Court  relieve  itself  of  that 
portion  of  the  case  which  can  be  best  determined  in 
a  court  of  law  ?  Why  should  not  that  part  of  this 
matter,  which  is  capable  of  being  better  tried  and  de- 
termined in  a  court  of  law,  be  there  disposed  of,  re- 
serving to  the  parties  the  benefit  they  may  be  exclusively 
entitled  to  in  a  court  of  equity  ?    It  comes,  therefore, 

to 
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I844<.  to  this,  whether  there  might  not  be  an  injunction  to 
stay  execution,  without  staying  the  trial ;  and  I  think 
that  this  will  be  the  most  convenient  mode  of  disposing 
of  the  matter. 

The  importance  of  trjring  the  matter  in  this  way  is  quite 
apparent.  Suppose  that,  in  the  action,  this  legal  fraud 
should  be  made  out,  then  there  would  be  an  end  of  all  the 
Plaintiff's  claim — there  would  be  an  end  of  the  necessity 
for  this  bill.  On  the  other  hand,  suppose  there  was  to  be 
a  verdict  against  these  charges  of  direct  fraud,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  was  satisfied,  after  the  evidence 
which  had  been  produced,  that  these  charges  of  fraud, 
which  are  so  distinctly  denied  by  this  answer,  could 
never  be  substantiated,  would  it  not  then  be  quite  open 
to  him  to  amend  his  bill,  by  striking  out  of  it  all  those 
charges  of  direct  fraud,  and  relying  on  those  charges 
or  those  facts  which  tend  to  shew,  as  against  these  De- 
fendants, that  there  has  been  that  which  has  been  called 
equitable  fraud  ?  Why  is  this  suit  to  go  on  with  such 
a  complicated  state  of  charges,  when,  even  after  the  im- 
perfect examination  of  evidence  which  we  can  have'  here^ 
the  result  might  very  probably  be  to  send  the  matter  to 
a  court  of  law,  and  when,  in  this  stage  of  the  cause  and 
action,  those  questions  of  direct  fraud  might,  at  once, 
be  brought  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  ? 

I  am  disposed  to  permit  this  action  to  go  on  to  atrial, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  make  an  order  that  there  shall  be 
no  execution  taken  out  upon  it,  or  to  take  the  under- 
taking of  these  parties,  as  I  have  done  before,  that  they 
will  not  do  any  thing  upon  it,  either  without  the  leave 
of  this  Court,  or  giving  to  the  Plaintiff  an  opportuni^ 
of  applying  to  the  Court  There  may  have  been  such 
a  course  of  conduct  between  these  parties,  that  the 
P]ainti£&  at  law,  though  they  obtain  a  verdict,  may  still 

be 
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be  restrained  in  this  Court  from  enforcing  It     I  think, 

^erefore,  that  I  must  allow  the  action  to  proceed  in 

order  that  tlie  matter  may  be  tried;  but  I  must  not 

aIIovt  execution  to  be  taken  out  until  that  verdict  can 

be  farther  considered  here. 


1844. 


^9oTi.— The  Defendant  at  law  pleaded  fraud,  covin,  misrepre- 
ittitioo,  and  coUnnon  with  other  persons,  but,  on  the  trial  of  the 
Lon,  the  issues  were  found  for  the  Plaintiffiu  On  the  6th  of  June 
IB'^-l,  a  motion  was  made  for  liberty  to  proceed  on  the  judgment, 
wbich,  after  full  discussion  of  the  circumstances  of  alleged  equitable 
fr^^ad,  the  Court  granted. 


DAVIS  V.  BARRETT. 


M 


R.  Burge^  Mr.  G.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Hoare^  were 
proceeding  to  open  a  motion  in  this  case,  when, 


Af  r.  Kindersley  objected,  that  the  notice  of  motion 
A^^I.  aflSdavit  in  support  of  it,  which  professed  in  its 
titX^  to  give  the  names  of  all  of  the  Defendants,  omitted 
^^  name  of  John  Graham  Clarke.  He  insisted  that 
th^    motion  could  not  therefore  proceed. 

3%e  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls  said  the  strict  rule  was, 
^^-t:  there  ought  to  be  a  correct  title  to  the  heading. 
1^^    would  not  hear  the  motion,  but  would  give  leave  to 
aiEiend  the  notice  of  motion,  and  to  re^swear  the  affi- 
davit. 


Feb  29. 


A  notice  of 
motion  and 
affidavit  in 
support  pro- 
fessed, in  its 
title,  to  give 
the  names  of 
all  the  parties, 
but  omitted 
one.    The 
Court  would 
not  proceed, 
but  gave  leave 
to  amend,  and 
re-swear. 


See  Sdomon  v.  Stahnan^  4  Beav.  S49. 
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Jan»  19* 


By  deed, 
10,000/.  was 
settled  on 
A.  B.  for  life, 
with  power  to 
appoint  to 
her  children 
or  their  issue, 
"and  in  default 
in  trust  for 
her  children ; 
power  was 
also  given  to 
A,  B,  to  ap- 
point a  life 
interest  to 
her  husband. 
Afterwards, 
by  will,  the 
settlor  gave  a 
similar  sum 
*<  to  be  laid 
out  for  the 
sole  bewtfil  of 
C.  D.,  in  the 
same  manner, 
as  nearly  as 
might  be,  as 
the  10,000/.** 
secured  for 
A.  B.  by  the 
deed.    Held, 
that  C.  D. 
was  entitled 
to  powers  of 
appointment 
in  favour  of 
her  children, 
their  issue, 
and  her  hus- 
band; but  that 
the  children 
took  nothing, 
except 
through  the 
power. 


Countess   BERCHTOLDT  v.  Marquis  of 
HERTFORD. 

rriHE  testator,  by  a  codicil  dated  the  10th  oi  January 
-*•  1 8S4,  gave  as  follows :  "  I  give  to  Lord  Ijcrmther^  Sir 
Edmund  AntrobuSf  Bart.,  and  Edward  MajjoribankSi  Esq.| 
10,000/.  over  and  above  the  legacy  tax,  in  trust  to  be  laid 
out^r  the  sole  benefit  of  ray  ward  Matilday  now  Countess 
of  Berchtoldly  in  the  same  manner,  as  nearly  as  may 
be,  as  the  10,000/.  I  have  secured  on  my  Birmingham 
property  for  Charlotte  Leopoldina  Strachan  (Countess 
Zichy  Ferraris}^  Naples,  10th  Januaiy  18S4.  This  is 
meant  over  and  above  other  legacies.   August  1st,  18S4." 

The  10,000/.  referred  to  in  the  codicil  was  secured 
on  the  Birmingham  estate  in  the  following  manner :  — 

By  indenture,  dated  the  19th  of  October  18S3,  and 
made  between  the  testator  of  the  one  part,  and  trustees 
of  the  other  part,  reciting  that  the  testator  had  deter- 
mined and  agreed  to  make  such  provision  for  the  Coun- 
tess Zicht/  de  Ferraris  (then  Miss  Strachan)  and  her 
issue,  and  failing  them,  for  her  sister,  the  Princess  of 
St.  Afiiimo  and  her  issue,  as  was  thereinafter  mentioned, 
the  testator  granted  to  the  trustees  a  perpetual  rent 
charge  of  MOL  a  year,  issuing  out  of  his  Birtningham 
property,  upon  trust,  for  the  Countess  Zichj/  de  FcT" 
rariSf  for  her  separate  use  for  life ;  and  after  her  de- 
cease, in  trust  for  such  of  her  children,  or  the  issue 
of  her  children,  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  de- 
fault, in  trust  for  her  children  equally.  And  in  case  of 
there  being  no  child,  or  of  their  dying  under  21  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  living  at  their  decease,  then  there 

was 
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^^  a  gift  to  the  Princess  of  &.  Antimo  and  her  children 
and  their  issue  similar  to  the  preceding,  with  an  ultimate 
iimitation  in  favour  of  the  settlor. 

The  deed  contained  a  power  for  the  Countess  Zichy 
de  Ferraris  and  the  Princess  St*  Antimo  to  appoint  all 
or  any  part  of  the  *400/.  a  year  to  any  husband  for  lifei 
to  take  effect  on  her  death,  and  to  precede  the  trust  for 
her  children. 


1844. 


The 

Countess 

Bercutoldt 

V, 

The 
Marquis  of 
Hertford. 


The  deed  contained  a  power  for  the  owner  of  the 

estate  to  exonerate  it  by  payment  of  10,000/.     The 

•*»«n  was  to  be  invested  in  land,  and  was  to  be  conveyed 

^pon  the  same  trusts,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to 

"^^    same    powers,   provisions,  &c.,  as  those   declared 

'"^spccting  the  400i  a  year. 

"X^his  bill  was  filed  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  legacy 
^«olared. 

^5r.  £t<rg^  and  Mr.  Tripp^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended 

^"^t  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  for  her  separate  use  for 

^^'^^    with  power  to  appoint  to  her  children,  and  their 

^^^%xc,  and  to  her  husband,  in  the  same   way  as  was 

^'^^^cted  in  favour  of  the  Countess  Zichy  de  Ferraris  by 

Vh^s   deed.     They  argued  that  these  powers  formed  part 

of  t.lie  benefits  intended  by  the  testator,  {a) 

^Ir.  Gordon^  for  the  children  of  the  Plaintiff,  argued 
l3^^t  the  Plaintiff  had  the  power  of  appointing  the  fund 
to  them. 


Mr.  Simpson^  for  the  Plaintiff's  husband,  contended, 

either  that  the  Plaintiff  took  the  fund  absolutely,  or 

with  the  several  powers  of  appointment 

Mr. 
(a)  Pkipton  V.  Tkirner,  9  Sim,  246. 
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1844.  Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  Schombergy  for  the  Marqub 

^'^YhT^     ^^  /fcr^rf.     The  Plaintiff  takes  a  life  interest  only* 

Countess      and  subject  thereto,  the  Marquis,  as  residuary  legatee» 

Bbrchtoldt   jg  absolutely  entided  to  the  fund.     The  legacy  is  to  be 

The  laid  out  ''  for  the  sde  benefit"  of  the  Plaintiff:  this 

^UTFOBD.    ^secludes  the  notion  that  any  other  party  is  to  take  8 

benefit.     It  does  not,  in  any  way,  appear,  that  the  hus^ 

band  or  children  were  objects  of  the  testator's  boonty. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

By  the  deed  of  18SS,  the  owner  of  the  estate  had  the 
power  of  redeeming  the  charge  of  400/.  a  year,  on  pay- 
ment of  10,000/. ;  and  this  sum  was  to  be  laid  out  on 
lands  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses,  and  with  the  same 
powers  &c«,  as  the  rent  charge.  It  has  been  admitted} 
throughout  the  argument,  that  this  redemption  money 
is  the  sum  referred  to  in  the  codicil  by  the  description 
of  the  10,000^  "  secured  on  my  Birmingham  property.'* 

If  the  rent  charge  had  been  redeemed,  and  the  10,000/* 
thus  secured,  had  been  laid  out  as  directed,  what  inte- 
rest would  the  Countess  Zichy  de  Ferraris  have  taken  ? 
She  would  have  had  a  life  interest,  with  a  power  to  ap« 
point  to  her  children  or  their  issue,  and  a  power  to  give 
a  life  interest  to  her  husband.  In  default  of  her  ap- 
pointing, there  would  also  have  been  a  distinct  inde- 
pendent gift  to  her  children,  in  conformity  with  the  re- 
cital in  the  deed,  of  the  setdor's  intention  to  make  a  pro- 
vision for  her  <*  and  her  issue."  In  the  codicil  nothing  is 
said  as  to  the  children,  but  the  legacy  is  to  be  laid  out 
for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  Countess  Berchtvldt^  in  the  same 
ipanner,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  as  the  10,000/.  secured 
on  the  Birmingham  property.  Great  stress  has  been 
laid  on  the  word  <<  sole ;  "  and  it  has  been  argued,  that 
because  the  legacy  is  to  be  settled  for  the  legatee*s  <*sole 

benefit," 
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benefit,"  therefore  any  construction  by  means  of  which        1844. 
a  beneficial  interest  may  be  taken  by  any  other  person     ^"^ijif^ 
roust  be  excluded.     No  doubt  the  word  ^*  sole  "  must      Countess 
have  its  full  effect  and  operation ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  ^k^chtoldt 
that  the  effect  of  that  word  is  not  such  as  is  contended  The 

for  by  the  Defendant.  The  10,000/.  is  to  be  laid  out  S^^SiS! 
for  the  ^^  sole  benefit''  of  the  Plaintiff*,  but  **  in  the  same 
mtnnerj^  as  nearly  as  may  be,  as  the  other  10,000/L 
secured  on  the  Birmingham  property.  How  was  that 
settled  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff*?  She  had  a  life 
interest  with  these  powers.  A  life  interest  is  surely  im- 
proved by  the  addition  of  a  power  to  appoint  to  a  hus- 
band and  children. 

I  admit  that  there  is  no  gift  to  the  children,  except 

t&rough   the  power ;   but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

Piaintiff,  in  addition  to  her  life  interest,  is  entitled 

^  a  power  of  appointment  over  this  legacy,  in  favour 

^^  hex  husband  and  children  or  their  issue,  with  an 

ii-'tifxiate  limitation,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the 

^^pt-esentatives  of  the  settlor.     I  must  declare  so  ac- 

^^ciingly. 

^J^e  costs  must  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 
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1844. 


Feb.  17.  19. 


An  agent  as- 
sisting in  n 
breach  of 
trust  is  per- 
sonally re- 
sponsible. 

A  munici- 
pal corpora- 
tion were 
trustees  of  a 
charity.  They 
permitted 
their  town 
clerk  to  re- 
ceive and  re- 
tain the  trust 
monies,  in- 
stead of  seeing 
it  applied  to 
the  purposes 
of  the  trust. 
Held,  that 
the  corpora- 
tion and  the 
town  clerk 
were  liable  for 
tbe  breach  of 
trust. 

In  a  suit  to 
•  remedy  a 
breach  of 
trust,  it  is  not, 
since  the  new 
orders,  ne- 
cessary to 
make  every 
party  partici- 
pating in  the 
breach  of 
trust  party  to 
the  suit. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  CORPORA- 
TION  of  LEICESTER. 

THIS  was  an  ex  officio  charity  informatioii  filed  by 
the  Attorney-General  against  the  corporation  of 
Leicester^  Mr.  Burbidge^  their  former  town  clerk,  and 
against  the  present  trustees  of  one  of  the  charities  in 
question. 

It  appeared  that  Sir  Thomas  Whiie^  Robert  Heyrick^ 
and  John  Parker  had,  many  years  back,  made  several 
benefactions  to  the  corporation  of  Leicester^  upon  certain 
charitable  trusts,  by  which  they  were,  in  eiFect,  to  employ 
the  income  in  making  loans  to  young  men,  repayable 
without  interest,  and,  on  repayment,  the  same  sums  were 
to  be  lent  out  again  in  a  similar  manner.  The  corpora- 
tion had,  accordingly,  for  a  considerable  period,  lent 
out  these  monies  on  bond  ;  and  it  had  been  the  practice 
for  the  outgoing  mayor  to  hand  over  the  balance  of  the 
funds  to  his  successor,  together  with  the  securities ;  but 
for  some  years  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  (18^5)  the  monies  had  been  received 
by  Mr.  BurbiJge,  the  town-clerk,  and  retained  by  him. 
He,  however,  paid  interest  to  the  mayor  for  the  time 
being  for  his  own  use.  No  money  was  then  handed 
over  by  the  outgoing  mayor  to  his  successor ;  but  an  ac- 
countable receipt  was  given  by  the  former  to  the  latter. 

The  corporation  neglected  to  lend  out  the  money  ac- 
cording to  the  trust ;  and,  at  the  passing  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  a  large  balance,  alleged  to 
amount  to  nearly  6000/.,  remained  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Burbidge^  the  town-clerk.  The  new  corporation  ap- 
pointed 
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pointed  a  new  town-clerk,  and  Mr.  Biirbidge  claimed,         1844* 
under  the  act,  a  large  compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  'A^'^ 

offioe,  the  amount,  which  he  alleged  he  could  not  get     Attoriibt- 
settled,  exceeded  the  sum  due  from  him.  bnbeal 

The 
It  appeared  that  by  deeds  executed  by  Mr.  Burbidge  of  Liucestxb. 
in.   1 836^  reciting  that  he  had  a  considerable  balance  of 
^e  charity  funds  in  his  hands,  he,  Burbidge^  conveyed 
his  rights  to  the  compensation,  by  way  of  mortgage  for 
^^curing  the  balance  due  from  him  to  the  charity. 

lif  r.  Twiss  and  Mr.  Blunt^  in  support  of  the  inform- 
^^on,  argued,  that  both  the  corporation  and  Burbidge 
^«re  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust ;  the  former  as  direct 
^'"ustees,  neglecting  their  duty  and  permitting  the  trust 
'utids  to  be  misemployed;  and  the  latter  having,  with 
iccio^Rrledge  of  the  trust,  received  the  trust  monies  and 
**^>3«mployed  them  for  his  own  benefit.  • 

Adr.  Turner  and  Mr.  RoU,  for  the  corporation,  con- 
^^o«3ed,  that  the  corporation  had  not  incurred  any 
^*^4>ility ;  that  the  receipt  and  misapplication  was  the 
^^<3ividual  act  of  the  mayor,  and  not  of  the  corporation. 

'Xliat  the  information  was  defective  for  want  of  parties, 
^^^^^much  as  the  several  mayors  of  the  borough  who  had 
P^^'ticipated  in  the  alleged  breaches  of  trust  had  not  been 
'^^^cJe  parties. 

^Ar.  James  Parker^  for  Burbidge^  contended  that  he 

^^^  a  mere  agent  of  the  corporation,  and  accountable 

o^ty  to  his  principal,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  set  off 

\i^  claim  for  compensation  against  the  monies  for  which 

\>^  was  accountable  to  them. 

Mr.  Busk  for  the  trustees  of  White's  charity. 
Vol.  VII.  N  "        Hllson 
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1844.  Wilson  v.  Moore  {a),  Attorney-General  y.  Wilson  {b)^ 

^^he^^     CSj^^  V.  Darby  (c)  were  cited 

Attorney- 
General  ^^  j.^^^  .^  ^^^^^^ 

The 
of  LucsinR.       ^^  Master  of  the  Rolls* 

I  will  not  trouble  you  to  reply.  I  am  very  much 
surprised  at  the  points  which  have  been  raised  here, 
nothing  being  more  dear  than  the  principle  on  which 
this  Court  proceeds. 

The  corporation  of  Leicester^  either  by  original  en- 
dowment or  by  acts  of  their  own,  appear  to  have  been 
the  trustees  of  several  charitable  funds,  which  were  to  be 
employed  in  making  loans  to  a  particular  description  of 
persons,  which  loans,  when  recovered  from  the  bor- 
rowers, were  to  be  again  applied  in  a  similar  way. 
What  has  happened,  in  very  many  instances  in  this 
case,  is  this :  the  monies  have  been  lent  on  bond  and 
have  been  recovered,  but,  being  recovered,  they  have 
not  been  lent  out  again,  but  have  remained  in  the  hands 
of  Mr.  BurbidgCj  the  town  clerk,  who  has  employed 
them  for  his  own  benefit,  and,  it  is  said,  he  has  paid 
the  interest  thereon  to  the  mayor  for  the  time  being 
for  his  own  benefit  l*he  argument  is,  that  the  con- 
sequences of  this  (than  which  a  grosser  breach  of  trust 
never  happened)  are  to  be  entirely  escaped  from  by  the 
corporation,  by  saying,  *^  it  was  not  the  corporation,  but 
our  mayor,  who  lent  the  money  to  our  town  clerk,  and 
this  was  done  without  our  authority  and  without  any 
.  neglect  on  our  part.**  That  is  the  sort  of  defence  which 
is  set  up  by  the  corporation. 

Now, 

(a)  1  M^L  4r  K.  146.  (c)  6  Vet.  488. 
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Now,  in  the  first  place,  it  cannot  be  disputed,  that  if  1844. 

the  agent  of  a  trustee,  whether  a  corporate  body  or  not,  ^"^xh^ 

knowing  that  a  breach   of  trust  is  being  committed,  Attornbt- 

interferes  and  assists  in  that  breach  of  trust,  he  is  per-  ^*^**^'* 

sonallj  answerable,  although  he  may  be  employed  as  '^^  . 

the  agent  of  the  person  who  directs  him  to  commit  that  of  Lbicbstkb. 
breach  of  trust,  (a) 

It  is  said  there  has  been  no  neglect,  for  that  some- 
body must  have  been  employed  in  the  business.  It  is 
true,  that  in  a  corporation,  there  is  no  single  hand  to 
receive  a  sum  of  money,  therefore  some  one  else  must 
be  employed  to  receive  it,  and  here,  it  is  said,  the 
mayor  was  employed  and  was  entrusted  to  do  so.  That 
might  have  been  perfectly  right,  and  if,  in  the  ordinary 
oourse  of  transactions,  the  mayor  had  been  employed 
by  the  corporation  to  receive  the  money,  and,  without 
any  default  of  theirs,  had  misapplied  it,  I  do  not  say 
the  circumstances  might  not  have  been  such  as  to  ex- 
onerate the  corporation. 

Bat  what  was  done  from  year  to  year  ?    Not  super- 
intending  the  employment  of  the  money  as  they  ought  to 
hm^^e  done,  but,  taking  such  representations  as  were  made 
to    Jthem,  the  corporation  permitted  the  mayor,  or  the 
^S^^Dtof  the  mayor,  .as  it  is  said  (though  this  was  the  agent 
o^   "She  corporation  as  well  as  the  agent  of  the  mayor),  to 
•^"^^  ploy  this  money,  from  year  to  year,  as  they  pleased, 
^■•^iout  taking,  from  time  to  time,  those  steps,  which 
^^^te  always  in  their  power,  to  ascertain  how  the  money 
'^^^^ived  by  the  mayor  had  been  employed.     Assuming 
*^   "^^  have  been  right  to  permit  the  mayor  to  receive  this 
^^^Xey,  was  it  enough  for  the  corporation  to  see  that  the 
i^^^r  produced  a  receipt,  neglecting  altogether  to  super- 
intend 

(a)  See  2^^  v.  Fyler,  3  Beav.  550.,  and  the  cases  cited. 
JV2 
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]  844.        intend  the  employment  of  the  money  according  to  the 
^^Jf^^"'^     trust,  and  thus  leave  the  mayor  at  liberty,  for  any  thing 
Attorney-    they  knew,  to  allow  the  misemployment  of  the  money, 
ENERAL      j^  ^jjg  ^^y  j^  which  it  has  been  done  in  this  case.    There 
The         was  great  neglect.     The  corporation  of  Leicester^  whose 
of  LsicBSTSR.  servant  it  is  said  the  mayor  was  for  this  purpose,  ought 
vigilantly  to  have  watched  and  superintended  the  em- 
ployment of  that   money,   which   they  placed   in   his 
hands ;  if  they  bad  so  done,   they  would  have  known 
that  this  breach  of  trust  had  been  going  on.     There 
has  been  a  plain  neglect  on  their  part,  and  they  are 
answerable  for  the  consequences  of  that  neglect 

I  am  surprised  to  find  that  there  is  any  doubt  in  a 
case  of  this  kind.  There  would  be  an  end  to  all  cases 
of  breach  of  trust,  if  a  trustee  is  to  permit  his  agent  to 
retain  the  trust  money,  from  time  to  time,  when  his 
duty  is  to  superintend  and  examine  into  the  application 
of  the  money ;  and  if,  because  he  might  have  been  right 
in  allowing  an  agent  to  receive  the  trust  money  for  him, 
he  is  to  be  considered  guilty  of  no  neglect  in  allowing 
such  agent  to  retain  it.  It  seems  to  me  clear  that  the 
corporation  were  answerable  for  the  mis-employment  of 
the  trust  funds ;  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  also  that  Bur-^ 
bidge  is  answerable,  for  he,  the  agent  to  the  trustees, 
knew  and  was  aware  of  it  all,  and  he,  for  his  own 
profit  and  his  own  advantage,  employs  this  money  in  a 
way  contrary  to  the  trust,  and  at  the  same  time  pays  to 
the  mayor,  contrary  to  the  trust,  as  it  would  seem,  the 
interest  of  this  money  for  his  own  use.  A  more  gross 
breach  of  trust,  therefore,  I  hardly  ever  heard  of  than 
this  seems  to  have  been. 

An  objection  has  been  raised  as  to  parties.  It  has 
been  argued  that  the  several  mayors  who  were  cognizant 
of  these  breaches  of  trust  ought  to  have  been  made 

parties 
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parties  to  this  information.     There  has  been  a  great  deal        I  Sil*. 

of  argument  as  to  the  propriety  of  bringing  them  before 

the  Court  in  this  information,  to  prevent  their  being 

brouglit  here  in  other  suits  which  may  arise  hereafter. 

The  Attorney-General,  as  I  understand  this  case,  was 

in  a  situation  to  charge  them  all  with  these  breaches  of  of  ^JS^tbb, 

trust,  personally  and  individually,  if  he  thought  proper. 

Is  it  the  law  of  this  Court,  or  is  it  not,  that  every  person 

who  participates  in  a  breach  of  trust  must  be  a  party  to 

a  suit  to  remedy  that  breach  of  trust  ?     A  general  order 

was  made  not  long  ago  which  rendered  it  unnecessary 

to  bring  all  the  parties  to  a  breach  of  trust  before  the 

Court,  {a)     I  do  not  say  these  mayors  did  not  join  in 

the  breach  of  trust;  but,  supposing  them  to  have  joined 

therein,  I  conceive  that  if  this  General  Order  is  to  have 

any  operation  at  all,  it  renders  it  unnecessary  to  make 

all  persons  who  have  joined  in   the  breach   of  trust 

parties  to  a  suit  for  the  redress  of  that  breach  of  trust 

It  is  true  that  the  consequence  might  be  to  render  it 

xsccessary  to  file  some  other  information ;  but  the  ques- 

CM€m  is,  whether  the  Attorney-General,  complaining  of 

tiie  breach  of  trust,  is  to  be  compelled  to  make  them 

parties  to  the  present  information ;  and  I  am  of  opinion 

^^ At  the  order  relieves  him  from  that  obligation. 

J  think,  therefore,  that  both  the  corporation  and  Mr. 
'^'^^indge  are  liable  to  repair  this  breach  of  trust ;  and 
"^^t  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Attorney-General  to 
"•"^^^g  those  other  parties  before  the  Court;  they  may 
'^^  liable,  and  may  be  personally  called  on,  in  another 
P^<>««eding. 

The 

^^^  39d  Order  of  ilu^/  1841,  KeUaway  v.  Johtuon^  5  Beavan, 
0^^999^  Can.  174.  And  see  319.  AUanY.HouldethSBeavan, 
^•'^r^  V.  KnoU,  6  Bcavan,  293.      148. 

N  8 
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1844'.  The  next  question  is,  what  are  these  parties  answer- 

able for?  Having  attended  to  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
it  certainly  does  not  appear  to  me  that,  at  present,  a 
charge  has  been  made  out  against  Mr.  Burbidge  to  any 
greater  extent  than  2886/.  10«.  lOe/.,  and  I  shall  order 

on^BSTBB.  ^^™  ^  P»y  ^^^^  ^"™  ^"^  ^"^  ^^^^  regard  to  the 
rest,  I  think  I  may  make  a  declaration  that  the  corpor- 
ation is  answerable  to  these  charities  for  that  sum  and 
such  other  sums  as  may  be  found  due  from  Burbidge  to 
these  chai^ities  on  the  taking  of  the  account  to  be 
directed ;  but  I  shall  not,  at  this  time,  considering  the 
form  of  this  information,  make  any  order  for  the  cor- 
poration to  pay  that  or  any  other  sum  into  Court :  that 
must  stand  over  to  a  future  occasion.  An  account  must 
be  taken  of  the  several  sums  of  money,  and  parts  of 
this  trust  property  which  have  been  received  by  Mr. 
Burbidge  in  the  manner  stated  in  these  pleadings ;  an 
account  of  the  interest  which  he  has  paid  on  it ;  with 
liberty  to  the  Master  to  state  special  circumstances ;  I 
must  reserve  further  directions  and  costs. 

I  say,  again,  this  matter  mfght  be  much  better  ar- 
ranged if  payment  could  be  had  out  of  the  compensation 
fund  which  is  coming  to  Mr.  Burbidge,  It  is  certainly 
with  no  satisfaction  that  I  make  a  decree  of  this  sort; 
but,  unless  some  arrangement  can  be  made  between  the 
parties,  as  to  the  compensation,  I  have  no  other  duQr 
than  to  declare  what  seem  to  me  to  be  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  the  parties,  and  the  decree  must  stand  in 
the  way  I  have  pronounced  it 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


WOOD  V.  WOOD.  Feb.  15. 

I T  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  the  Plain-  Where  an 

^  tiff  Anna  Wood  with  Nichol  Wood  deceased,  and  J^,  uT^ 

da^e^ed  in  1835,  Nichol  Wood  granted  to  the  Plaintiff  a  equity  of  re- 

xev^t  charge  of  200/.,  issuing  out  of  certain  specified  unlets  there 

est^ates,  to  hold  the  same,  from  the  death  of  Nichol  ?PP««aclc«r 

.  .  .  1   .  -  intenuon  of 

TF2x>d^  during  her  life,  for  her  jointure  and  in  bar  of  making  a  new 

dower  or  thirds,  and  payable  quarterly,  on  the  25th  of  J^^^ng^Ju^. 

March  &c.,  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  he  ject  to  the  old 

covenanted  to  pay  the  rent  charge,  and  granted  a  term  ^ts^of  the  ^ 

of  100  years  for  securing  the  same  by  mortgage  or  sale,  original  settle- 

ment. 
By  a  mar^ 

In  1837,  by  indenture  made  between  Nichol  Wood  of  "*8e  settle, 
.t     ^  •'  ment,  a  rent* 

"le  first  part,  the  Plainti£f^  his  wife,  of  the  second  part,  char^  of 

Ae  trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  of  the  third  part,  ^^i^ J^ 

^^^  Z^rothero  (a  mortgagee)  of  the  fourth  part,  reciting  to  the  wife  for 

^®   marriage  settlement,  and  that  Nicliol  Wood,  having  quarfwly.with 

^^casion  to  borrow  the  sum  of  2000/^  had  requested  power*  of  dij- 
T>  ,  tress,  oec.    To 

^^^^hero   to   advance   him   the   same,   which  Prothero  enable  the 

**^d    agreed  to  do,  upon  having  the  several  heredita-  ^"*^"*'  ^^ 

^ents,  &C.,  thereinbefore  mentioned,  demised  to  him,  wife  released 

freed  from  the  annual  sum  of  200/.,  and  of  the  term  Jharl^"tothe 

^*    loo  years  for  securing  the  payment  thereof;  and  mortgagee. 

^^iting  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  parties  redemption 

^**"^to,  that  in  order  to  effect  the  morteaire  security  for  was  reserved 
2or^-^,     1  ,  .       •  /.    .         "^      ,   to  the  huf- 

^^^^/.,  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  band,  who 

^^^      third  parts,  respectively,  should  join  therein,  and  eonv^Ser*^ 

na^    Nichcl  Wood  should  enter  into  a  covenant  with  the  lands  on  the 

«^^^»1  persons  parties  thereto,  of  the  third  part,  to  iSJt'lemlnJ'' 

mrant  '^^^  husband, 
^  by  his  will, 

S^^^  liii  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  brother,  on  condition  that  he  would  allow  hit 
^w^  300/.  a  year  for  life.  Held,  that  the  200t  a  year  remained  a  valid  charge  on  the 
tff^^tj  of  redemption;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was  not  satisfied  l>y  the  300/.  a  year. 

N  k 
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1844.  grant  some  other  hereditaments  of  a  competent  or  equal 
value  with  the  said  messuages  thereinbefore  mentioned, 
for  a  term  of  100  years,  upon  the  like  trusts  &c.,  as 
were  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment, it  was  witnessed  that  Nichol  Wood  and  the  Plain- 
tifif  demised  the  principal  part  of  the  settled  property  to 
Prothero  by  way  of  mortgage  for  2000/.  discharged  and 
released  from  the  jointure,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  re- 
demption by  Nichol  Woody  his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns;  and  Nichol  Wood  covenanted  with  the  trustees 
to  demise  to  them  other  hereditaments  of  equal  value  for 
100  years  upon  the  trusts  &c.,  of  the  marriage  settlement. 

Nichol  Woodt  by  his  will  dated  in  18S8,  bequeathed 
as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dearly  beloved 
brother,  Edward  R.  Wood,  all  my  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, on  consideration  be  fulfils  the  following  conditions. 
He  is  to  allow  my  dear  wife,  Anna  Wood,  the  sum  of 
SOOL  per  year,  as  long  as  she  lives,  and  the  little  cottage 
at  Pater ;  to  pay  all  my  just  debts,"  8cc.  **  If  my  dearly 
beloved  brother  will  not  undertake,  to  do  the  above 
mentioned  articles,  I  wish  all  my  property  to  be  sold  to 
accomplish  them." 

Nichol  Wood  died  shortly  after,  and  Edioard  R.  Wood 
disclaimed. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  widow  against  the  Defend- 
ant (who  was  both  heir  and  administrator,  and  had 
redeemed  the  mortgage)  for  the  purpose  of  recovering 
the  rent  charge  of  200/.  and  the  annuity  of  SOOL  a  year. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Devir  for  the  Plaintiff.  First, 
although  the  Plaintiff  joined  her  husband  in  the  mort- 
gage, and  allowed  the  equity  of  redemption  to  be. re- 
served to  him,  still  she  is,  in  equity,  entitled  to  all  her 

previous 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  185 


pr^^ous  rights  upon  the  equity  of  redemption*    JSus-        1844. 
ctnnbe  V.  Hare  {a\  Jackson  v.  Innes.  (b)  y^^ 


Secondly.    The  gift  of  the  annuity  of  SOO/.  by  the 

^vvUl  is  neither  a  satisfaction  for  the  rent  charge  of  200/. 

a  year,  nor  a  performance  of  the  testator's  obligation  to 

secure  it.     Hatfnes  v.  Mico  {c\  Adams  v.  Lavender  {d\ 

Bevese  ▼.  P&ntet  (e),  Hales  v.  DareU{g).     The  slightest 

<nrcumstances  of  difference  will  prevent  the  Court  hold- 

^S  >  gift  to  be  a  satisfaction  or  a  performance.     Here, 

there  are  most  material  differences  between  the  two  an- 

naal  sums.     The  200L  a  year  is  a  rent  charge  secured  on 

^  estate,  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  with  a 

^^  limited  to  secure  it  by  sale  or  mortgage,  and  it  is 

Payable  quarterly,  on  the  usual  quarter  days.     On  the 

^^r  band,  the  300/.  a  year  is  a  mere  personal  annuity, 

having  none  of  these  remedies;  it  is  payable  yearly, 

^d  on  a  different  day,  and  it  is  accompanied  with  the 

^'^'iga.tion  to  pay  the  testator's  debts.     By  directing  pay- 

i^ent  of  his  debts,  the  testator  evidently  intended  to  be 

J°5t  -    by  the  gift  of  800/.  a  year  he  was  desirous  of 

'^K  generous. 

Thirdly,  the  covenant  of  the  testator,  contained  in 
^    DQortgage  deed,  formed  a  lien  on  the  real  estate^ 
^*^ic:li  he  was  then  entitled  to.    WeUesley  v.  Wellesley  (A), 
^'"^^nouU  V.  Dedire.  (i) 

-^^r.  Turner  and  Mr.  J.  Wilson^  contra.     The  widow 
*^ing  released  her  right  to  her  rent  charge  in  a  portion 
^^  t.lie  settled  estate,  the  rent-charge  has,  by  operation 
^f  l^-w,  become  wholly  extinguished,  {k) 

The 

Ca)  6  Dow^  1.  {h)  4  3fy/.  4>  Cr.  561. 

CA)  1  Bii.  (O.  S.)  104.  (i)  1  P.  W.  428. 

O)  1  B.  C.  C.  129.  (Jk)  3  Cruuel)ig.i4th  cd.)S01. 

W)  M'Oel.  4r  Y.  41.  1  Intt.  MS  a.,  18  Fi».  Abr.  504. 

(e)  1  Cor,  188.  Butler  v.  Monnittgs^  Noi^,5. 
(g)  J.B«mm,884. 


Wood. 
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1844.  The  gift  of  the  wilU  being  equally  beneficial,  is  a 

satisfaction  or  performance.  Weyland  v.  /Feyland{a\ 
Wathen  v.  Smith  {b\  Peacock  v.  Glascock  (c),  Mascal 
V.  Mascal{d)^  Graham  v.  Graham  (e)y  Brown  v.  Danh 

son.{g) 

There  is  a  difference  between  satisfaction  and  per- 
formance ;  in  cases  of  performance,  the  Court  will  dis- 
regard slight  differences  between  the  obligation  and  the 
thing  given ;  Garfhshore  ▼.  Chalie.  (h)  The  rent  charge 
being  destroyed,  the  300/.  a  year  is  given  in  satisfaction 
of  the  obligation  created  by  the  mortgage  deed.  It  is 
of  a  larger  amount,  and  equally  beneficial,  and  is  a  charge 
upon  the  testator's  estate,  and  may  be  distrained  for; 
Buttery  v.  Bobinson.  (i) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  testator  in  this  case,  by  his  will,  directed  an 
annuity  of  SOOil  a  year  to  be  allowed  to  his  wife  as  long 
as  she  lived.  Hie  wife,  by  her  marriage  settlement, 
dated  in  18S5,  had  a  rent  charge  of  200/.  secured  to  her 
by  way  of  jointure,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the 
annuity  of  300/.  is  to  be  taken  in  substitution  of  the 
rent  charge. 

This  case  has  been  argued  with  a  great  degree  of  in- 
genuity. It  is  said,  that  previously  to  the  date  of  the 
will,  the  wife  had  no  security  at  all  for  the  rent  charge, 
except  the  personal  covenant  of  the  husband,  and  that 
the  annuity  given  by  the  will  must  be  considered  a  per^ 
formance  of  that  covenant ;  so  that  the  question  comes 
to  this :  what  was  the  right  of  the  wife  previous  to  the 

date 

(a)  2  Atk.  633.  (g)  2  Ferm.  498.  and  iV.  GL 

(6)  4  Mad.  5S5.  S40. 

(c)  1  Rep.  C3k.  46.  (k)  10  Fes.  15. 

(d)  I  Fe$.  sen.  SSS.  (i)  8  BtMgk.  598. 

(e)  /Ud;S68. 
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date  of  the  will.  Now  the  settlement  executed  before  1844. 
the  marriage  gave  to  the  wife  an  undoubted  right  to 
the  rent  charge  by  way  of  jointure.  After  the  marriage 
the  husband  had  occasion  to  raise  money  on  this  estate ; 
he  could  not  conveniently  do  it  by  means  of  his  own 
interest  in  the  estate,  independently  of  the  interest  be- 
longing to  his  wife ;  he,  therefore,  procured  his  wife  to 
join  in  the  security. 

It  is  established  law  that  where  an  estate  is  mort- 
gaged, the  equity  of  redemption,  cftiless  there  appears 
a  clear  intention    of  makmg  a  new  settlement,   re- 
loains  subject  to  the  old  uses,  or  to  the  trusts  of  the 
original  settlement     In  this  case,  can  there  be  any 
doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  ?  The  recital 
distinctly  shows,  that  the  wife  had  nothing  more  in  view 
than  to  assist  her  husband  in  raising  the  money.     The 
'^ital  is,  that  Nichol  fVoodf  having  occasion  to  borrow 
^e  8um  of  3000/.,  had  requested  Prothero  to  advance 
^^^  the  same,  which  he  had  agreed  to  do,  upon  having 
^he  security  of  the  wife.     "  And  whereas  it  has  been 
^S^'eed,  between  and  by  all  the  said  several  parties  hereto, 
"^*t  in  order  to  effect  the  said  mortgage  security  "  (that 
"  distinctly  stated  to  be  the  purpose)  the  wife  and  trus- 
^^^    should  join  therein,  and  that  Nichol  Wood  should 
enter  into  a  covenant  with  the  parties  of  the  third  part 
^   settle  other  hereditaments,  of  an  equal  value  with 
^^  hereditaments  mortgaged.     Therefore  all  the  pur- 
P^^ses  of  the  operative  parts  of  the  deed  are  clearly 
''^ited  to  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  mortgage. 
^^  can  I  presume,  as  against  the  wife,  that  some  other 
utetition  existed,  and  that  the  parties  intended  to  create 
*  "^^^  settlement,  nay,  further  than  that,  that  they  in- 
^^ed  wholly  to  deprive  her  of  the  benefit  of  the  original 
^^l^ment,  and  to  substitute  the  mere  covenant  of  the 
na^\>aDd  ?  I  cannot  presume  that,  for  the  mortgage  was 
^^^^cutedf  not  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  new  settle- 
ment, 
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1844. 


Wood 

r. 
Wood. 


.ment,  not  in  order  to  deprive  her  of  any  right,  but  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  enabling  the  husband  to  give  a 
satisfactory  security  for  the  money  he  was  desirous  of 
borrowing.  I  tliink,  therefore^  that  the  Plaintiff  has  the 
same  rights  again3t  the  equity  of  redemption,  which  she 
would  have  had  on  the  unincumbered  estate  if  this  deed 
had  not  been  executed. 


Having  this  equitable  right,  then  arises  the  question 
whether  it  is  satisfied.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
rule  of  this  Court  \^y  which  I  can  say  that  the  gift  by 
the  will  is  to  be  considered  a  satisfaction. 

It  must  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  upon 
this  estate,  which  is  now  released  from  the  mortgage,'  to 
the  rent  charge  of  200/.,  and  also  to  payment  of  the 
annuity  of  300Z.,  if  the  state  of  the  testator's  assets  will 
permit. 


1845.  ' 

June  13. 


COLYER  V.  CLAY. 


^HE  testator  John  Willson,  by  his  will  dated  in  1809, 


A  fund  was 

for  one  for  life     "*"    6*^^®  ^®  trustees  the  sum  of  2000/.,  to  be  invested 

with  re-  Jq  the  funds  and  held  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and 

between  B.       after  her  decease,  on  trust  to  pay  the  said  sum  and  divi* 

TltvUi^^'iiSih'  ^^^^^  ""^°  ^*^  nephew  John  W.  Warren  and  his  nephew 

benefit  of  sur*   John  Willsouy  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  in  case 

vivorikbip 

between  them. 

B.  sold  his 

reversionary 

interest.    At 

the  time  of 

thesale^Cwas 

dead,  but  tlie  fact  was  neither  known  to  the  vendor  nor  to  tlie  purchaser. 

that  the  sale  could  not  stand. 

Extent  of  lien  on  a  fund,  where  the  grantor  of  an  annuity  agreed  to  sell  to  the 
grantee  the  fund  on  which  the  annuity  was  secured,  and  to  repurchase  the  annuity, 
but,  in  consequence  of  a  mutual  mistake,  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  lund  could 
not  be  specifically  performed. 


they  should  be  then  alive;  but  if  either  of  his  said 
nephews  should  be  then  dead,  then  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  whole  of  the  said  snim  unto  the  survivor  of  them, 

his 
Held, 
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bis    said  nephews  John  JV.  Warren  and  John  fFillsan  to 
id  for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 


"Xhe  testator  died  soon  after,  and  the  2000/.  was 
in-vcsted  according  to  the  trusts. 

XnJune  181S,  John  Willson  granted  to  the  Plaintiff 
Cotter  an  annuity  of  113/.  payable  during  his  life,  and 
he  assigned  all  his  reversionary  or  expectant  interest 
in  t.fie  2000/.  upon  certain  trusts,  for  better  securing  the 
anzmuity.  The  deed  contained  a  power  of  repurchasing 
the  annuity,  upon  payment  of  756/.  and  the  arrears. 

^John  WiUson  fell  into  bad  circumstances ;  the  annuity 
heix^g  unpaid,  a  negotiation  took  place  for  the  cesser  of 
^«  annuity,  and  for  the  purchase  by  the  Plaintiff,  of 
Jb*j^  WUU(nCs  uiterest  in  the  2000/.,  at  a  price  to  be 
®^ed  by  an  actuary.  A  case  was  accordingly,  with  the 
^oncTurrence  of  both  parties,  laid  before  an  actuary  for  his 
opinion.     The  case  and  the  opinion  were  as  follows :  — 

Case.  A.^  who  is  sixty-three  years,  of  age,  has  a  life 
^^t^]>est  in  2000/.,  which  sum,  at  her  death,  is  to  be 
^^^ally  divided  between  the  testator's  nephews,  £.,  who 
^^  *i>rty-four,  and  C,  who  is  twenty-four  years  of  age, 
^^•^il  benefit  of  survivorship.  Qttcere.  What  is  the 
^•"^sent  worth  of  B.'s  interest,  and  what  the  value  of 
'•*^  ?  Considering  the  legacy  duty  of  2/.  IO5.  per  cent, 
^^  l)e  deducted  before  they  can  receive  their  shares  on 
^^  death  of  J. 

C^PiNioN.     The  present  value  of  £.'s  interest  in  the 
^Oc>ve  reversions,  after  deducting  the  legacy  duty  is 
^^OZ.  gi.     And  the  present  value  of  C's  interest,  after 
^^^^Icing  the  same  deduction,  is  589/.  \0s. 

Will.  Morgan. 
^'^th  Oct.  1819.  Equitable  Assurance  Office. 

The 
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1848.  The  following  contract  was  entered  into  between  the 

parties :  — 

"  I  do  hereby  agree  to  sell  to  Mr.  William  H.  Colyer^ 
all  my  present  and  future  interest  and  tide  in  and  to  the 
sum  of  2000/.,  to  which  I  am  now,  or  may  hereafter  be 
entided,  under  the  will  of  my  late  uncle  John  Willson^ 
at  or  for  the  price  of  490/.;  such  sum  to  be  deducted 
from  the  sura  of  1416/.  85.,  due  from  me  to  him,  and  I 
also  engage  to  secure  to  him  the  balance  of  9262.  Ss.^ 
with  simple  interest,  by  my  acceptance  to  his  draft,  and 
to  execute  to  him  a  bond  for  that  amount,  whenever 
called  on  so  to  do. 
^'January  12th,  1820.  «JoA»  fVUlsonJ' 

At  the  same  time  the  following  account  was  stated 
between  the  parties :  — 

*^  Balance  of  former  account  due  to  Mr.  ^     s. 

Colyerthe  2Sih  September^  1815.  -        -  241  IS* 

To  four  years'  annuity  to  29th  September^ 

1819.  -  -  -    .        -  -  452     0 


693  16 
CV.    Property  tax  on  half-year  to  Jprilf 

1816.  -  -  -  -  -         5  IS 


688  S 

Add  advance  (a)  ...    700  0 

Add  one  quarter's  annuity  to  28th  Decern^ 

ber  '  '  -  -  -  -28  6 


^1416     8 


I  acknowledge   this  account  to  be  correct,  JE.  E. 
January  12tb,  1820. 

John  mUson."* 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  February  1820,  re» 
citing  that  Willson  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the 

sum 
{a)  Tliit  meant  the  repurchase  money  for  the  annuity. 
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snm  of  1416Z.  85.,  and  that  he  had  agreed  to  sell  him 
all  his  bterest  under  the  will,  in  satisfaction  of 
490/;  10s.  part  of  the  1416/.  Bs.^  it  was  witnessed  that  in 
consideration  of  the  490/1  lOs.^  Wilhon  assigned  to  the 
Plaintifi;  all  that  sum  of  2000/.  bequeathed  by  the  will. 
Notice  of  the  deed  was  given  to  the  trustee. 

It  turned  out,  that  at  the  date  of  this  deed  John  W. 
Warr^TM  was  dead,  he  having  died  in  January  1819; 
bat  tbe  fact  was  unknown  both  to  Colyer  and  to  WiUson. 

In  X  836  the  testator's   widow  died,  and  this  bill  was 

filed    in  1839,  by  Colyer^  praying  for  a  transfer  of  the 

whole  fund ;  the  Plaintiff  offering,  in  case  it  should  appear 

tlwit  fJohn  fV.  Warren  was  dead  prior  to  the  purchase,  to 

deduct,  from  what  was  due,  such  further  sum  as  the 

Court  might  deem  right     But  if  the  Plaintiff  should 

'^ot  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  purchase,  then  that 

^ight  be  declared  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  trust  fund 

^^  tl^e  arrears  of  the  annuity  and  repurchase  money, 

^^ther  with  interest,  or  that  the  annuity  might  be 

"^<^lared  to  be  subsisting,  and  to  be,  together  with  the 

^^■^ars,  a  charge  on  the  trust  funds. 

It  appeared,  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  that  in 
^^  year  1817  John  WiUson  had  executed  a  settlement 

his  reversionary  interest  in  favour  of  his  wife  and 
^*^*ldren,  but  notice  had  not  been  given  to  the  trustees. 

^^r.  Pemberton  Leigh   and   Mr.  Chandless   for  the 

'*"^*a.ixjtiff.     The  parties  proceeded  on  a  common  error ; 

^  ^^ther  of  them  was  aware  of  the  death  of  Warren  ;  and 

^^  tlie  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  actuary,  the  in- 

^^^st  of  WiUson  seems,  in  several  respects,  to  have  been 

^^«^rrectly  stated  prejudicially  to  the  Plaintiff.     The 

¥Vainti£^  though  he  insists  on  his  purchase,  does  not 

seek 
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1843.  seek  to  have  the  advantage  which  he  did  not  contract 

T^^^^^  for,  but  he  is  willing  to  pay  an  increased  price  propor- 

*  9.  tionate  to  the  improvement  of  the  interest  by  the  death 

Clay.  ^f  Warren, 

The  Plaintifif  consented  to  give  up  his  annuity  on  the 
faith  of  the  purchase ;  if  the  purchase  is  set  aside,  the 
parties  must  be  remitted  to  their  original  position,  and 
the  Plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  annuityt 
and  to  a  lien  on  the  fund  for  the  arrears  down  to  the 
present  time. 

As  to  the  marriage  settlement,  it  was  never  commu- 
nicated to  the  trustees.  It  was  unknown  until  the 
filing  of  this  bill,  and  it  is  therefore  void  as  ^against  the 
Plaintiff,  who  gave  notice  of  his  deeds.  To  perfect  an 
assignment  of  a  trust  fund,  notice  must  be  given  to  the 
trustees.  Dearie  v.  Hall  (a),  Lcrveridge  v.  Cooper  (6), 
Foster  V.  Blackstone,  {c) 

Mr.  Campbell  for  IVillson^  and  Mr.  Kindersley  and 
Mr.  Moore  for  his  wife  and  children,  contrh.  This 
contract  was  entered  into  by  WiUsonj  under  an  entire 
misapprehension  of  his  interest.  In  consequence  of 
the  death  of  Warren^  he  was  entitled  in  reversion,  not 
to  a  moiety,  but  to  the  whole,  and  the  legacy  was  stated 
to  be  2000/.  money  instead  of  stock,  which  was  then  more 
valuable.  This  contract,  therefore,  having  been  entered 
into  under  a  mistake,  cannot  be  enforced  as  it  stands, 
and  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  it  as  asked, 
namely,  with  such  a  variation,  in  its  terms,  as  will 
entirely  alter  the  nature  of  the  contract. 

The  arrangement  between  the  parties  consisted  of 
independent  matters :  •—  a  repurchase  of  the  annuity, 

the 
(a)  3  Rutt.  1.  (c)  1  My.  ^  K.297.,  and  5  a. 

ib)  Ilnd,  4*  F.  456. 


I 


Clat. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  193 

the  settlement  of  accounts,  and   the  purchase  of  the        ISiS. 
reversionary  interest.    If  the  latter  be  set  aside,  the       coly^ 
former  will  still  remain,  and  the  Plaintiff,  as  we  admit,         _  v. 
^ill  be  entided  to  a  lien,  but  to  the  extent  only  of  the 
^902. 10s;  purchase  money  and  interest. 

The  principle  of  Dearie  v.  Hall  does  not  apply  to 
:^iich  a  case  as  this,  where  no  new  consideration  was 

Mr.  Bolt  and  Mr.  Elderion^  for  other  parties. 

oStfr.  Chandless,  in  reply.    If  the  transaction  is  to  be 

sec   aside  at  all  it  must  be  set  aside  in  toto.     Where  « 

'ease  is  surrendered  for  the  purpose  of  granting  a  new 

^n^9  if  the  latter  is  invalid,  the  Court  will  set  up  the 

forxner. 


3Tltf  Master  qfthe  Rolls.  Jnmii. 

iTie  Plaintiff  having  consented  to  give  to  the  De« 

^n<3ants  the  same  advantage,  as  if  they  had  adopted  a 

^^ta  rse  of  their  own  to  set  the  contract  aside,  the  ques- 

^^^O    is,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances 

'•■^der  which  it  was  executed,  this  Court  can,  in  any 

"^^^y^  enforce  it.     I  am  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  be  en- 

'^^■"oed  as  it  stands :  to  do  so  would  be  manifestly  unjust, 

^^^^^^9  use  both  the  parties  entered  into  the  arrangement 

^^d^r  a  common  mistake,  which  is  now  admitted.     As 

^*^^  deed  of  1820  cannot  stand,  and  as  this  bill  is  filed 

^^^    the  purpose,  amongst  other   things,  of  having  it 

^^^lared  that  the  Plaintiff  has  a  lien,  to  some  extent, 

^P^a  the  funds   assigned   by   that   deed,  it  becomes 

l^^essary  to  determine  to  what  extent,  in  equity,  the 

Vol.  VII.  O  PlainUff 
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1843.        Plainti£P  is  entitled  to  a  lien,  and  how  far  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  be  indemnified  out  of  the  fund. 

I  think  it  has  been  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  the 
Plaintifi*  is  not  to  be  dismissed  out  of  this  Court  with"- 
out  having  some  relief,  and  various  propositions  have 
been  stated  to  me,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  relief  to  which 
he  is  entitled.  It  is  said,  that  the  reversionary  interest^ 
which  he  intended  to  purchase,  was  valued  at  the  sum 
of  490/. ;  that  he  struck  this  sum  ofi*  the  amount  of  his 
debt,  and  that  this,  therefore,  is  the  sum  for  which  he 
ought  to  have  a  lien ;  that  he  ought  to  have  a  lien  upon 
the  fund  for  repayment  to  him  of  this  490/.  together 
with  interest. 


Next,  it  is  said,  that  if  I  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  thing  more  than  that 
sum,  he  cannot  be  entitled  to  more  than  the  sum  which 
he  agreed  to  give  for  the  annuity,  which  was  700/.,  and 
that  this  is  the  utmost  extent  of  equity  to  which  the 
Plaintifi^  can  be  entitled  as  against  this  fund. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiff  says,  I  am  entitled 
to  much  more  than  that,  I  ought  to  be  restored  to  the 
annuity  to  which  I  was  originally  entitled,  and  to  have 
a  lien  upon  this  fund  for  the  whole  amount  of  all  the 
arrears  of  that  annuity,  as  an  annuity  now  continuing 
and  subsisting.  I  cannot  say  that  I  can  agree  with  any 
one  of  these  propositions.  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  a  lien  for  as  much  as  he  had  a  lien  for  at  the 
time  when  this  transaction  took  place.  What  was  that? 
It  is  clear  there  was  an  arrear  of  the  annuity  to  the 
amount  of  452/.,  and  I  think  there  was  further  in  arrear 
the  sums  of  28/.  5s.  and  113/.,  and  besides  this,  there  was 
the  sum  of  490/.  which  was  agreed  to  be  taken  for  the 
purchase  money  of  this  reversionary  interest.  My  opi- 
nion 
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AfCMi  iSf  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  lien  for  these  sums:        1848. 

for  the  first  three,  because  they  were  due  to  him,  and 
constituted  a  lien  on  the  trust  fund  at  the  time ;  and  he 
is  entitled  to  the  fourth  sum  of  490/.,  because  that  was 
the  consideration,  which,  by  way  of  diminishing  the 
debt  due  to  him,  he  agreed  to  give  for  that  which  he 
supposed  he  had  purchased  at  the  time.  He  is  entitled 
also  to  interest  on  these  sums,  and  to  the  costs  of  suit 
The  Defendants  will  have  their  costs,  and  the  residue 
must  be  transferred  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  (a) 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1842  A.  2054. 


Earl  NELSON  v.  Lord  BRIDPORT.  (a)  Dee.  s.  w. 


I 


•^7  this  cause,  certain  inquiries  as  to  the  law  of  Sicify  Whether, 

«ujd  other  matters  having,  by  the  decree,  been  di-  p[|^"„?"„*^ 

"""^^^^I  to  be  made  by  the  Master,  it  became  necessary  the  Master 
to    1-*.  •    •       ^  'm.  •     o-  -i  for  his  cer- 

^^  *^ave  a  commission  to  examme  witnesses  m  Stctly.        tificate  of  the 

necessity  of  a 
^He  Defendants  having,  according  to  the  custom  of  ^^  examine 
th^     Master's  (Sir  G.  Wilson's)  office,  produced  their  witnesses,  it 
iv%^  .  «  .  •        -/-•  .  1        r  "  necessary 

*«*^^Mrrogatories  to  him,  the   Master,   on   the  16th   of  to  produce 

March  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^® 
intcrroga- 
(a)  S,  C  6  Beav.  295.  tories  iipoa 

which  it  is 
^^^^ded  to  examine  the  witnesses,  giugre.    The  practice  in  the  Masters'  offices  in 
"*»«respcct  differs. 

.  ^He  Pltf  ntifls  and  Defendants  applied  to  the  Master  for  a  certificate  for  a  commit- 
''^^  to  examine  witnesses  abroad,  and  they  produced  to  him  the  proposed  interroga* 
"^■^«t.  He  certified,  in  both  cases,  that  a  commission  was  necessary  to  examine  wit^ 
'^^^■•ea  •*  mnder  the  said  interrogaioriet**  and  orders  were  made  "  accordingly."  The 
^■^iet  afterwards,  by  consent,  obuined  an  order  for  a  single  commission,  directed 
^  ^  •ole  commissioner.  The  Plaintiffs  examined  on  fresh  interrogatories.  Held, 
^^*  under  the  first  orders  the  proceeding  of  the  Plaintifls  was  irregular;  and, 
•^^ondly,  that  it  was  equally  so  under  the  consent  order.  The  Court,  however, 
'^*ed  to  suppress  the  depositions,  but  made  the  Plaintiffs  pay  the  costs  of  the 
^plication,  and  gave  leave  to  the  Defendants  to  apply  to  be  put  on  a  footing  of 
^^^ty  with  the  Eaintiffi. 

O  2 
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Earl  Nhlson 

V. 

Lord 
Bridport* 


March  184S,  granted  his  certificate,  that  a  commission 
was  necessary  to  examine  witnesses  **  under  the  said 
inten-ogatories!^  and  by  an  order  of  the  same  date,  re- 
citing that  the  Defendants  **  had  accordingly  exhibited 
interrogatories  "  for  the  examination  in  support  of  their 
state  of  fact^  and  charges,  and  that  the  Master  had 
certified  that  a  commission  was  necessary  to  examine 
witnesses  in  SicUy^  under  the  said  interrogatories,  a 
commission  was  ordered  accordingly,  for  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants* 


An  order  was  made  on  the  8th  of  June  1848,  which 
recited  that  it  appeared  by  the  Master's  certificate  of 
the  Sd  of  June^  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  exhibited  inter- 
rogatories for  the  examination  of  witnesses,  and  that  it 
was  necessary  to  examine  witnesses  in  Sicily  ^^  under  the 
said  inierrogatoriesy**  and  that  it  was  prayed  that  the 
Plaintiffs  might  take  out  a  commission,  &c.,  *^  which 
upon  hearing  the  said  Master's  certificate  read  was 
ordered  accordingly." 

The  parties  afterwards  arranged  that  one  commission 
only  should  issue,  and  that  one  of  the  Examiners  of  the 
Court  should  be  appointed  sole  commissioner,  and  by 
consent,  an  order  was  made  on  the  14th  of  J//fy,  where- 
by, after  reciting  the  two  orders  of  the  16th  of  March 
and  the  8th  of  JunCi  one  commission  only  issued, 
directed  to  Mr.  Plumer^  the  Examiner  of  tlie  Court« 
This  order,  however,  did  not,  in  any  way,  direct  that  the 
examination  should  be  ^'  under  the  said  inierrogatories!^ 


In  the  month  of  September  1848  the  commission  was 
executed  in  Sicilj/;  the  Defendants  examined  their  wit- 
nesses upon  those  interrogatories  alone  which  had  been 
exhibited  before  the  Master,  but  the  Plaintifls  examined 
on  interrogatories  afterwards  prepared  in  Sicily, 

A  motion 
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A  morion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ants, for  the  publication  of  their  evidence,  and  for  the 
asuppression  of  the  Plaintiffs'  evidence,*  on  the  ground 
^f  the  alleged  irr^ularity  in  examining  upon  the  new 
interrogatories. 

In  opposition  to  the  motion,  it  was  deposed,  that  the 
interrogatories  exhibited  before  the  Master  were  not 
Xodged  in  his  office  like  other  proceedings,  nor  was  any 
'^rarrant  taken  out  on  leaving,  and  that  it  was  not  the 
practice  in  the  offices  of  nine  of  the  other  Masters  to 
squire  the  interrogatories  to  be  produced,  on  applying 
^fi)r  a  certificate  for  a  commission. 


1848. 


Earl  Nelson 

Lord 
Bridpobt* 


Idr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  George  Turnery  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion. 

The  Master  has  only  certified  to  the  necessity  of  ex- 

annining  witnesses  under  the  interrogatories  produced  to 

binrs.     The  order  of  the  Court  for  a  commission  is 

in     c:onformity  with  that  certificate,  and  limits  the  exa- 

•J^iM^ation  to  those  interrogatories.     The  PlainlUFs  ex* 

'^il^ited  new   interrogatories,  a  proceeding  which  was 

P^arfectly  irregular,  and  this  being  a  matter  in  which  the 

^^>^irt  acts  with  the  greatest  strictness,  Lord  Mostyn  v. 

^P^'-mcer  {a)^  the  depositions,  thus  irregularly  taken,  ought 

^^^    be  suppressed.     The  Plaintiffs  have  had  this  advan- 

^^^S"^  over  the  Defendants: — their  solicitors  have  commu- 

J**^^^ted  with  the  witnesses  before  preparing  the  inter- 

^^^K^tories,  while  the  Defendants,  in  obedience  with  the 

^'■^^r,  have  limited  their  examination  to  the  matters  con- 

^^**^cd  in  the  interrogatories  produced  before  the  Master. 

d!onsidering  the  delay  and  expense  of  a  foreign  com- 
mission,  it  is  perfectly  reasonable   that  the  Master, 

before 
(a)  6  Beavan,  135. 

o  s 
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184S. 


Earl  Nelson 

9. 

Lord 
Bridpobt. 


before  he  certifies,  should  see  that  the  matters  as  to 
which  it  is  proposed  to  examine  the  witnesses  abroad  • 
are  such,  as  render  it  absolutely  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  justice  to  grant  a  commission ;  for  that  parpose 
he  must  see  the  interrogatories. 


Mr.  Tirmey  and  Mr.  Gardiner^  for  the  Plaintifi. 

The  course  of  proceeding  m  Sir  G.  WilsovCs  office  is 
not  warranted  by  the  practice  of  the  Court*  (a)  The 
practice  in  the  offices  of  all  the  other  Masters  is  dif* 
ferent  In  nine  of  them  it  is  not  considered  necessary 
to  produce  the  interrogatories,  and  in  the  tenth 
(Master  Senior's)  the  Master  himself  settles  the  inter- 
rogatories. 

The  production  is  useless,  as  the  interrogatoites, 
when  exhibited,  are  in  no  way  identified,  nor  is  it  pre- 
tended that  the  Master  examines  or  settles  them,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  examination  of  a  party  (5),  or  of  a 
witness  previously  examined,  [c)  Anciently  the  inter- 
rogatories were  annexed  to  the  commission  ((f),  and  all 
commissions  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  were 
directed  to  be  super  inter  inclusis(e)y  and  not  mini*' 
trand{g),  but  now  the  practice  is,  for  the  commissioners 
to  examine  on  the  interrogatories  exhibited  on  opening 
the  commission,  {h) 


Secondly,  if  the  practice  of  the  Master's  office  be  re- 
gular, and  the  Plaintifis  be  bound  by  the  order  of  the 

8th 

(a)  See  Anon,  Seton  on  De- 
crees, 19.,  and  S  Smithes  Pr,  163, 
(3d  edit.) 

(A)  See  PurceU  v.  M*Kamara, 
17  Fes.  434. 

(c)  See  Vaughan  v.  Lioyd, 
1  Cor,  515. 


(d)  Forum  Rom.    126.,    Ctcf. 
Can.  245. 
{e)  Beamet*  Ord.  50. 
(g)  SColiecianeaJurkScm^SM. 
{k)  4  Beavan^  85,  84. 
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8th  of  Jim,  still  thmt  was  superseded  by  the  consent 
order  of  the  14th  of  Jtiy^  which  in  no  way  limited  the 
examinatioD* 

Tbirdly,  the  Defendants'  solicitors  appear  to  have 
been  aware  of  the  proceeding ;  they  have  therefore,  by 
tkir  acqoiescence^  waived  the  objection. 

£ven  if  the  Plaintiffi  have  been  in  error,  the  Court 

^1  not  deprive  them  of  their  evidence  by  suppressing 

^  depositions,  but  will  make  such  order  as  justice  to 

^  Defendants  requures.       WiUan  y.  WiUan  (a)  was 

Netted. 


184a. 


7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I^  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  there  ought  to 
be  an  uniform  rule  in  the  offices  of  all  the  Masters,  or 
whether  the  peculiar  practice  in  the  offices  of  Sir  Giffin 
Wtkon  and  of  Master  Senior  ought  to  be  extended  to 
"^  other  offices,  or  the  practice  in  the  remaining 
offices  adopted  by  the  former.  •  It  does  not  appear  to 
™^  to  be  necessary  to  decide  whether  the  practice  in 
S"f  G.  Wilsoris  office  is  right  or  wrong,  the  question 
"^***8>  whether  the  order  of  the  Court  has  been  duly 
^yed  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  if  not,  what  is  to  be  the 
^**^^sequence  of  the  disobedience. 

^^e  Master  was  directed  to  make  certain  inquiries, 
•'^d  on  consideration  of  the  matter,  he  was  of  opinion, 
^Pon  the  application  of  both  parties,  that  it  was  neces- 
^^  that  witnesses  should  be  examined  in  Sicily^  and  he 
^^^crdingly  gave  both  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  to  the  De- 
^K^dants  certificates,  that  a  commission  was  necessary  to 
^"^^^ine  witnesses  abroad  under  the  interrogatories  pro- 

duced 

(a)  19  ¥09. 590. 


soo 
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dueed  to  him.  The  certificates  extended  no  further 
than  to  these  interrogatories,  and  the  two  orders  of  the 
Court  granting  commissions  were  in  conformity  with 
the  certificates,  and  extended  no  further.  It  after- 
wards occurred,  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  both 
parties  that  an  extraordinary  Examiner  should  be 
appointed,  and  both  parties  agreed  that  one  of  the 
Examiners  of  the  Court  should  be  appointed  sole  com- 
missioner; accordingly,  by  consent,  an  order  was  made 
appointing  him.  It  is  alleged  that  this  order,  made  by 
consent,  wholly  superseded  the  others,  and  entirely 
altered  the  terms  on  which  the  examination  was  to  pro* 
ceed.  I  cannot  concur  in  that  inte*rpretation  of  the 
order.  If  the  parties  had  thought  it  necessary,  nothing 
would  have  been  more  easy  than  to  have  procured  an 
extension  of  the  order,  because  my  impression  is,  that 
the  matter  need  only  to  h&ve  been  mentioned  to  the 
Court,  in  the  presence  of  all  parties,  and  an  examin- 
ation  on  interrogatories  to  be  produced  to  the  Examiner 
by  both  parties  at  the  opening  of  the  commission  would 
have  been  ordered ;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
order  actually  made,  was  founded  on  the  certificates, 
and  upon  the  interrogatories  certified  to  have  been  pro- 
duced  to  the  Master. 


What  is  said  in  defence  of  the  course  pursued  by 
the  Plaintiffs  is  reduced  to  three  heads,  first,  that  the 
order  of  July  varied  the  previous  orders  and  certificates* 
I  am  not  of  that  opinion.  Secondly,  that  the  practice 
in  the  office  of  Sir  G.  Wilson  is  unreasonable  and  ought 
not  to  be  sanctioned  by  the  Court  Whether  it  is  rea* 
sonable  or  not,  is  a  matter  to  be  considered  on  another 
and  proper  occasion.  Certainly  there  is  great  incon* 
venience  in  having  the  practice  of  one  of  the  Masters^ 
offices  varying  from  the  rest,  for  it  has  a  great  tendenq^ 
to  mislead  the  practitioners.  The  question  is,  whether 
a  party  who  has  obtained  such  an  order  as  the  present, 

when 
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when  be  might  have  obtained  one  more  extended  by  a 
proper  application  to  the  Court,  is  to  be  held  freed  from 
the  terms  of  it,  while  the  other  party  has  had  the  disad- 
vantage of  acting  under  the  impression  that  he  was 
Jbound  by  it. 
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Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  the  Defendants'  solicitors  had 
notice  of  the  proceedings,  but,  under  the  circumstances, 
I  do  not  think  that  I  can  allow  that  objection  to  prevaiL 


If  I  allow  the  Plaintifis'  depositions  to  be  suppressed, 
uad  the  depositions  of  the  Defendants  to  be  published, 
the  consequence  will  be,  that  the  Plaintifis  will  be  de- 
prived of  their  evidence,  a  result  which  one  cannot  con* 
^Kxiplate  without  regret.  The  Court  is  naturally  anxious 
^o  have  before  it,  all  the  evidence  necessary  to  enable  it 
^o  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  on  the  very  difficult 
Question  of  Sicilian  law  involved  in  this  case.  To  decide 
^uol^  a  question  on  evidence  confessedly  imperfect  would 
/^^   xnost  unsatisfactory.    I  cannot  make  the  order  which 
'^     <^«ked.     The  Defendants'  solicitors  have  not  stated 


^ther  they  would  have  produced  fresh  interrogatories, 
^l:iey  had  been  aware  that  they  could  have  done  so. 
'^^^ill  therefore  give  them  an  opportunity  of  stating, 
^    ^^ther  they  wish  to  have  any  further  examination  of 
^^^lesses,  and  then  I  will  determine  who  is  to  pay  the 
^"^  of  these  proceedings. 


*^H)e  Defendants'  solicitors  stated,  that  though  they 

^^'^Id  most  probably,  like  the  Flaintifls,  have  had  a  per- 

^^^^^^al  communication  with  the  witnesses,  previous  to  the 

^^^paration  of  the  interrogatories,   if  they  had  been 

^^"^^re  they  might  have  done  so,  still,  being  ignorant  of 

^^^  evidence  ahready  taken,  they  were  uncertain  whether 

further 


JUe.  If. 
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further  evidence  could  usefully  be  adduced  on  the  be* 
half  of  the  Defendants. 

Tke  Master  qflAe  Rolls. 

It  is  impossible  to  tell  what  injury  has  been  done  to 
the  Defendants  by  this  course  of  proceeding  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiffs.  The  Plaintiffs,  I  thiuk,  ought  to  hare 
pursued  an  opposite  course,  and  if  they  had  wished  td 
exhibit  fresh  interrogatories,  they  should  have  made 
an  application  to  the  Court  for  that  purpose^  and  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  side. 

I  cannot  make  up  my  mind  to  suppress  these  depo- 
sitions, but  I  must  direct  the  costs  of  the  application  to 
be  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs,  who  have  occasioned  the  neces- 
sity of  making  it.  This  order  must  be  without  preju- 
dice to  any  application  which  the  Defendants  may  think 
fit  to  make  to  the  Court  after  the  publication  of  the 
depositions. 


K09.IU 


KILNER  V.  LEECH. 


The  ultimate  TIY  a  marriage  settlement,  dated  m  1806,  a  sum  of 
limitatioD  ID  a    11     ^^^^,  ,    ,        .  -**       ^«  i    1    . 

marriage  set-  SOOOu  bdongmg  to  Mr.  Allen  was  settled,  m  trust 

tlenaent  of  a      for  Mr.  Allen  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  intended 

fund  belong*         t    r       vr        •  1 

ingtothehus.  Wife  for  life,  with  remainder  as  Mr.  Allen  should  ap- 

«foriS^*ncxt  ^^^^  ^°^  ^  default,  "in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  or 
of  kin  or  per-  personal  representatives  of  John  Allen^  in  a  due  course 
•ematlm^f     ^^  administration,  according  to  the  statute  of  Distribu- 

the  husband,  tions.'' 

maduecoune 

of  administration,  aca>rding  to  the  statute  of  Distributions."  The  husband  left  hit  wife 
ninrifing,  and  A,  B.,  his  next  of  kin,  was  a  feme  covert.  In  another  suit,  the  fund 
had  been  treated  as  part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  husband,  and  had  been  ordered 
to  be  paid  over  to  two  charities  ^ho  were  residuary  legatees.  A  bill  being  filed  by 
tberepresenutives  oTA.B,,  the  next  of  kin,  claiming  the  fund:— Held,  that  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  wife  of  the  settlor  and  the  charities  were  necessary  nartics,  but  that  tlie 
represenutivet  of  the  deceased  husband  of  A.  B^  who  had  administered  to  his  wife, 
wcie  not  necesfary  partiei  to  the  suit 


V 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  SOS 

tions.''  The  settlemeDt  contained  similar  provisions  and  184S. 
trusts,  in  the  same  event,  as  to  the  funds  of  the  in- 
tended wife,  giving  her,  in  such  case,  a  similar  power 
of  appointment,  and  in  default  her  property  was  limited 
in  trust  for  her  next  of  kin  or  personal  representatives 
in  a  due  course  of  administration  according  to  the  sta- 
tute of  Distributions. 

The  power  did  not  appear  to  have  been  ever  exe- 
4cated  by  Mr.  Alletu 

Mr.  AUen  by  his  will  gave  his  residuary  estate,  upon 
<TU8t  for  two  charities,  the  Refuge  for  the  Destitute  and 
tlie  Asylum  for  the  Blind. 

The  testator  died  in  1825,  leaving  his  wife  surviving. 
^^  his  death,  Jane^  the  wife  oi  Joseph  Kilner^  was  his 
sqI^  next  of  kin.  Jane  Kilner  died  in  1828,  and  her 
^is^  band,  having  taken  out  letters  of  administration  to  her 
^sti^&te,  afterwards  died,  and  thereupon,  the  Plaintiff,  the 
^o>=^  of  Jane  Kilner^  took  out  administration  to  his  mother. 

2ii  1832,  after  the  testator's  wife's  death,  an  inform- 
*^*oii  of  the  Attcmey^General  v.  Clark  was  instituted, 
^^  ^he  relation  of  the  treasurers  of  the  charities,  for 
^^^  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  testator.  In  that 
^^^^^9  the  accounts  had  been  taken,  and  the  funds  ap- 
P^^i-ltioned,  and  the  5000/,,  being  treated  as  part  of  the 
''^^idaary  estate  ef  the  testator,  had  been  ordered  to  be 
^*^sferred  to  the  charities. 

iTib  bill  was  filed  by  the  personal  representative  of 

^^    sole  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  against  the  sur- 

^*^5»ig  trustee  of  the  settlement,  and  the  executors  of 

Y^^  irill  of  Mr.  Allen^  alleging  that  he  had  been  hitherto 

%^orant  of  the  purport  of  the  settlement,  and  praying 

^t  he  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the  5000/. 

Mr. 
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184S.  Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Miller,  for  the  De- 

fendants, objected,  that  the  bill  was  defective  for  want 
of  the  following  parties ;  namely,  first,  the  personal 
representatives  of  Joseph  Kilner,  the  former  adminis* 
trator  of  Jane  Kilner  the  next  of  kin ;  secondly,  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  testator's  wife,  who  had  an  interest  to  con- 
tend, that  they  were  entitled  to  participate  in  the  fund, 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  of  the  settlement;  and 
thirdly,  the  two  charities,  whom  it  was  sought  to  de- 
prive of  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Clark  in  their  favour. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  Mr.  Jolliffe,  and  Mr.  Tlrnifr,  coninL 

The  Master  oflhe  Rolls. 

It  is  objected  that  the  Plaintiff,  the  present  personal 
representative  of  Mrs.  Kilner^  has  not  always  been  so^ 
and  that  her  former  legal  personal  representative  is 
a  necessary  party ;  but  that  can  only  proceed  on  the 
ground  that  he  has  incurred  some  liability.  I  do  not 
think  he  is  a  necessary  party. 

Next,  it  is  said,  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  arc 
necessary  parties,  and  considering  the  question  whicli 
arises,  whether  the  wife  is  to  be  excluded  under  the 
ultimate  limitation  of  the  settlement,  I  think  that  th< 
prudent  course  will  be  to  make  her  next  of  kin  parties. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  charities.  Th^re  has  been  as 
order  in  the  other  suit,  for  the  transfer  of  the  funci 
to  them,  and  this  bill  seeks,  in  their  absence,  to  take  the 
fund  from  the  parties  already  declared  entitled  to  it 
It  is  said  that  a  mistake  has  been  made  by  all  parties, 
but  whether  that  be  so  or  not,  there  is  the  interest 
vested  in  the  parties  under  the  orders  of  the  Court,  anc 
the  former  proceedings  cannot  be  declared  erroneous  ii 
their  absence. 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1843. 


IN 

THE  ROLLS   COURT. 


1845. 

BITBRELL  v.  THE  EARL  OF  EGREMONT,       ^rs',^!^' 

mtl^vci  1844. 

■  ^*^E  qoestion  in  this  cause  was  as  to  the  right  of      April  17. 

the  legal  personal  representatives  of  a  tenant  for  A  tenant  for 
life  ^c      1     .        .  .1  .1        iifef  ^^y  his 

luc  or  real  estates  to  recover,  as  against  the  remainder-  ,^j||  oJa 

man,  ^n^*"^* 
power. 


^^8^  the  settled  estates  with  25,000.'. _  for  the  portions  of  his  younger  children, 

•in] 
hoi 

"^viafter  charged  thereon  by  his'^will,  he  defised  his  fee  simple  atates  to  his  eldest 
.Jj^^  life,  with  remainders  over.    He  then  **  gave  and  bequeathed  "  an  additional 


*^  ^  raised  bv  means  of  a  term  vested  in  trustees,  payable  at  twenty-one,  and 
witK**^^  into  the  inheritance  if  a  younger  son  should  become  an  eldest,  or  die 
thet^S^^  issue  before  the  day  of  payment.     Subject,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  sums 


^jj^^^^'-  amongst  his  younger  children,  •*  which  several  portions"  were  to  be  in 

^•'•^enution  of  the  •*  portions  "  already  appointed,  to  be  raised  and  paid  to  his 

i^l^l  *oQ8  and  daughters  respectively,  at  such  times,  aud  under  such  conditions,  and 

aoDi!?^  to  such  contingencies,  and  with  such  interest,  as  he  had  before  directed  and 

simS?***^  their  original  portions  by  that  his  will.    And  he  thereby  charged  his  fee 

^^^  estates  thereinbefore  by  him  devised  to  his  eldest  son,  with  the  raishog  and 

^^^^^  the  said  **partumi**  and  sums  of  money  to  his  said  sons  and  daughters  re- 

^^j'^^'y*  •*  the  times  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid ;  and  after  giving  certain 

5^J**^»«ry  legacies,  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  his 

^^^^nd  legacies  aforesaid,  to  his  eldest  son  ;  and  he  provided,  that  if  the  personal 

^?^^  ahould  not  extend  to  pay  such  of  his  debts  as  should  not  be  charged  on  his 

the   ?^*^  ^^  ^^  *^^^  l^acies^  then  he  charged  his  fee  simple  estates  to  make  good 

^^'•efideocy,  and  he  empowered  his  trustees  to  raise  thereout,  not  only  the 

tS\  thereinbefore  chai^d  on  the  said  premises  for  his  younger  children  and  such 

^^eiicy,  bat  all  other  sums  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  his  will.    Held,  that  the 

^^^Jonal  portions  given  to  the  younger  children  were  a  primary,  if  not  an  exclusive 


f  entitled 
exonerate  the 

VouVil.  ^  P'  estate. 
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1843.  man,  the  amount  of  charges  upon  the  estate  which  had 

^V^  been  paid  off  by  such  tenant  for  life.   The  circumstances 

V.  which  gave  rise  to  the  question,  were  shortly  as  fol« 

The  Earl  of  lows-  — 

Egremont.  *^^^* 

estate.  In  the      gy  ^^  marriage  settlement  of  Charles  Earl  of  Egre^ 

absence  of  evi-  ^  ° 

dence,  the        mont,  dated  in  1750,  a  term  of  years  was  vested  m  trus- 

M^aT^epw  ^^^  ^^^  *®  purpose  of  raising,  out  of  an  estate  in  Yort^ 

the  charge  for  shircj  the  sum  of  25,000/.  for  the  portions  of  his  younger 
his  own  bene-'     i-u 
fit,  and  not  for  children, 
the  benefit  of 

eStitE°re-       ^^  ^^  ^"'  ^^^  *°  *'^^^  ^*^'"^*  ^^'"^  ^'*  Egrenumi, 

mainder;  but    appointed  this  25,000/.  ^or  the  i)ortions  of  his  younger 

'  shew  "he  con-  children,  and  gave  directions  as  to  the  payment  of  in- 

trary  conclu-  terest  and  the  time  of  payment,  and  provided  that  if  any 
siontobetrue.  .       u    i  u    .  -r 

A  tenant       younger  son  should  become  an  eldest  son,  or  it  any 

^ff  ''\P*^'°^  younger  son  or  daughter  should  die  without  issue,  before 

upon  the  the  time  of  payment,  his  or  her  portion  should  sink 
«itate^andia  ^^^ 

the  same 

transaction  merging  the  security,  by  taking  an  asdgnment  connecting  it  with  the 
legal  estate  of  inheritance,  primd  facie  puts  an  end  to  the  charge ;  but  something  if 
required  to  manifest  an  intention  to  exonerate  the  inheritance.  A  simple  payment 
of  the  chai^,  without  more,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  right  of  the  tenant  (or  life  to 
ha?e  the  charge  raised  out  of  the  estate.  He  has  no  obligation  or  duty  to  make  a  de- 
claration, or  to  do  any  act  demonstrating  his  intention ;  the  burden  of  proof  is  upoo 
those  who  allege  that  in  paying  ofi*the  charge,  he  intended  to  exonerate  the  estate. 

A.  B.,  being  tenant  for  life  of  the  testator^s  real  estates,  subject  to  a  charge  of 
95,000^.,  and  absolutely  entitled  to  the  residuary  personal  estate,  paid  off  the  diarge, 
and  obtained  releases.  At  the  time,  he  seemed  to  have  conceived  that,  as  residuary 
legatee,  he  was  liable  to  pay  the  amount  out  of  the  personal  estate,  which  was 
sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Nothinp  was  done  to  keep  the  charge  on  foot.  After 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  it  being  determined  that  the  25,000/.  was  a  primaij 
charge  on  the  real  estate :  Held,  that  it  still  subsisted  as  a  charge  on  the  settled 
estates,  for  the  benefit  of  the  personal  representatives  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

In  1773,  a  tenant  for  life  paid  off  a  charge  of  25,000/.  affecting  the  settled  estatci. 
He  died  in  1837,  having  in  the  meantime  taken  no  steps  for  keeping  the  charge 
alive.  Held,  that  notwithstanding  more  than  twenty  years  had  elapwed,  and  that 
there  had  been  no  part  payment  or  acknowledgment,  the  charge  still  existed  ia 
favour  of  his  representatives,  and  had  not  been  defeated  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions (3  &  4  ff.  4.  c.  27.  f.  40.)  Held,  also,  that  the  statute  cannot  be  applied  to 
a  case,  where  there  is  no  assignable  person  liable  to  pay  the  charge,  no  person  who^ 
by  the  delay,  could  be  induced  to  suppose  that  the  charge  was  abandoned  ormerved, 
and  where  the  rent,  out  of  which  the  interest  of  the  charge  ought  to  be  pai^  it- 
receivable  by  and  belongs  to  the  same  person  who  is  entitled  to  the  interest. 

Principles  on  which  this  Court  assumes  that  a  tenant  for  life,  who  is  also  the» 
owner  of  a  charge  on  the  inheritance,  has  duly  discharged  his  duty  of  keeping  dovn 
the  interest  oo  the  charge. 
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into  the  inheritance  charged  therewith^  and  not  be  raised 

or    paid«      He  then  devised  his  estates  in  Somentij 

Dorset^  and  Conrnall  (subject  in  the  first  place  to  the 

nising  and  paying  the  annuities  and  sums  of  money 

tben  afiecting  the  same,  or  thereinafter  charged  thereon 

bj  "tliat  his  will,  or  any  codicil  he  should  thereafter  think 

^   to  add  thereto),  unto  his  eldest  son  George^  and  his 

*^^8n8,for  life,  with  various  remainders  over,  under  which 

^e  Defendant,  the  present  Earl  ofEgrenumtj  had  become 

entitled  to  the  estates  in  possession.    He  then  gave  as 

follows : — "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughters  Etiza' 

^Jk  and  Finances  the  sum  of  10,000/1  a-piece,  and  to  my 

soiaa  Perof  Charles  and  Charles  William  2500/1  a-piece, 

^Hich  several  portions  I  will  shall  be  in  augmentation 

^^  ^od  as  an  addition  to,  the  j>ortiofis  already  provided  for 

^b^n  by  my  said  marriage  settlement,  and  hereinbefore 

^PS>omted  to  be  paid  to  them  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  be 

^^^^^sed  and  paid  to  my  said  sons  and  daughters  re« 

^I^^^ctivdy,  at  such  times,  and  under  such  conditions, 

^■^^^i  subject  to  such  contingencies,  and  with  such  in- 

^^*^st,  as  I  have  before  directed  and  appointed  their 

^"S^;inal  portions  to  be  raised  and  paid  by  this  my  will* 

'"^^'^^d  I  do  hereby  subject  and  charge  my  manors,  &C., 

^^^  hereditaments  in  the  several  counties  of  Somerset j 

"^^^"C^TKf,  and  Cornwall  hereinbefore  by  me  devised  to  my 

^^<le8t  son,  with  the  raising  and  paying  the  said  portions 

^^^  sums  of  money  to  my  swd  sons  and  daughters 

^"^^^pectivdy,  at  the  times,  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid." 

Alter  gifts  of  the  mansion  houses,  and  of  an  an- 

^^^ity  of  300/1,  and  of  certain  personal  estate  as  heir 

^_^^ms,  the   testator  gave  certain   pecuniary  legacies, 

'^lich  he  directed  to  be  exclusively  paid  out  of  certain 

T^articular  parts  of  his  personal  estate.    And  then  he 

%ave  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  after  payment 

of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  the  legacies  afore- 

p  2  said. 


1843. 
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The  Earl  of 
Egremont. 


said,  to  his  eldest  son ;  and  he  added  a  proviso,  that  if 
his  personal  estate  should  not  extend  to  pay  such  of  his 
debts  as  should  not  be  charged  on  his  real  estate,  and 
his  said  funeral  expenses  and  legacies,  then  he  charged  his 
estates  in  So7nersei,  Dorset^  and  Cornxoall,  in  aid  and  to 
make  good  any  deficiency  that  might  happen  in  his  said 
personal  estate.     **  And  for  that  end  and  purpose,''  he 
empowered  the  trustees  to  raise  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  the  estate,  and  pay,  *^  not  only  the  sums  of  money  and 
portions  thereinbefore  by  him  charged  and  secured  die 
the  said  premises,  for  his  younger  children,  and  such  de- 
ficiency as  should  happen  in  his  personal  estate  to  pay  hi^ 
debts  and  legacies,"  but  also  such  sums  of  money  as  should, 
be  necessary  for  the  other  purpose  in  his  will  mentioned* 


Earl  George  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  in  the 
year  1772,  and  in  May  1773,  he,  out  of  his  own  monies, 
paid  the  original  and  additional  portions  of  his  sister 
Lady  Elizabeth^  and  on  that  occasion  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  Earl  Charles  were  released,  (a)  In  1776, 
Earl  George^  out  of  his  own  monies,  paid  the  original 
and  additional  portions  of  Lady  Frances^  and  obtained  a 
release,  as  heir  of  the  body  and  executor  of  his  father  (a). 
In  1778  and  1781  respectively,  he  in  like  manner  paid 
the  original  and  additional  portions  oi Percy  Charles,  and 
Charles  William,  who  thereupon  executed  releases,  {a) 
During  his  life  Earl  George  did  not  indicate  whether  he 
intended  the  additional  charges  paid  off  by  him  to  merge 
for  the  benefit  of  those  entitled  in  remainder  or  not. 

Earl  George  died  in  1837.      By  his  will  he,  amongst 
other  things,  devised  his  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of 
Wilts,  Somerset,  Devon,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall  to  the  De- 
fendant 


(a)  The  deeds  executed   on 
these  occasions  oro  more  fulljr 


stated  in  the  judgment  of  the 
M.  R^  post,  837,  2S8,  8S9,  S30. 
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fendant  Earl  George  Francis^  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  unto  the  persons,  and 
for  such  estates,  as  the  estates  in  the  same  counties 
were,  by  the  will  of  Charles  Earl  of  Egremont^  devised, 
after  failure  of  tlie  heirs  male  of  his  body. 
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This  bill  was  filed  by  the  legal  personal  representa« 
tives  of  George  Earl  of  Egremontf  seeking  to  have  the 
25,000/.,  bequeathed,  in  addition,  by  the  will  of  Earl 
Charles  to  his  younger  children,  and  which  had  been 
paid  by  Geotgc  Earl  of  Egremont  to  his  brothers  and 
sisters,  raised  out  of  the  real  estates  of  which  he  had 
l>een  tenant  for  life,  and  to  which  estates  the  present 
£arl  had  now  become  entitled. 

The  Defendant  resisted  this  claim  on  three  grounds ; 

first,  he  said,  that  the  sum  of  25,000/1  was  a  mere 

'e^acy,  primarily  charged  on   the  personal  estate  of 

Cyk€xrlesYBT\  ofEgremont^  admitted  by  all  parties  to  have 

l^GCMi  suflScient  for  its  payment ;  and  that  as  it  was  charged 

orm    the  real  estate  as  an  auxiliary  security  only,  and  had 

l^^^^n  properly  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate,  the  resi- 

>  ^ta^iy  legatee  had  no  right  to  a  reimbursement.  Secondly, 

^'^^^  even  if  it  were  primarily  charged  on  the  real  estate, 

^^^11  George  Earl  of  Egremont  did  not  intend,  when 

'^^    paid  it  off,  to  keep  it  alive,  but  to  have  it  released, 

^*^^  that  it  had  been  released  accordingly.    Thirdly, 

^•.^  if  the  right  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs  ever  existed,  it 

^'^^"^  now  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

iMr.  PemberUm  Leigh^  Mr.  Turner^   Mr.  Lee^  and 
^•**  PiggMj  for  the  PlaintiflS. 

*Xlie  first  question  is,  whether  this  25,000/.  is  a  pri- 

^^ry  charge  on  the  real  estate.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that 

^^oaghont  the  will  of  C//ar/^5  Earl  ofEgremontj  there 

^  ^  marked  distinction  preserved  between  legacies  and 

P  S  portions. 
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184S>        portions.     The  original  sum  of  25,000^|  and  the  addi^ 
tional  sum  of  25,000/.  are  called  ^^  portions/'  the  other* 
sums  are  called  ^Megacies."    The  portions  are  to  h^ 
The  Earl  of   « raised  '*  and  paid,  terms  peculiarly  applicable  to  a. 
charge  on  real^.      The  devise  of  the  real  estate  i&_ 
subject  to  the    <^ raising"    of  the    sums    thereinafter* 
charged,  and  the  testator  afterwards  expressly  ^< charges'^ 
his  manors  &c,  ^^  with  raising  and  paying  the  said  por^ 
tions  or  sums  to  his  said  sons  and  daughters;"  besides^ 
this,  the  gift  of  the  personal  estate  is  subject  to  the  debts^ . 
and  ^^  legacies/'  but  not  to  the  portions ;  and  the  charge 
in  aid  is  only  for  the  debts  and  legacies,  and  not  for  the 
portions. 

Again,  the  additional  portions  of  25,000/.  are  to  be 
raised  and  paid  to  his  said  sons  and  daughters,  respec- 
tively, at  such  times  and  under  such  conditions,  and 
subject  to  such  contingencies,  as  the  original  portions ; 
so  that  if  a  child  died  without  issue  under  twenty-one, 
the  portion  was  to  sink  into  the  inheritance,  which 
would  not  be  the  case  if  it  were  a  mere  legacy  out  of  the 
personal  estate. 

Where  there  is  an  additional  bequest,  it  is  subject  ' 
to  the  same  incidents  and  contingencies,  and  is  payable 
in  the  same  manner,  and  out  of  the  same  fund,  as  the 
original  gift ;  Crcfwder  v.  Clctmes.  (a)  On  the  first  point 
they  cited  Eeade  v.  LitcJifield  (i),  Bootle  v.  BlundeU  (c), 
Kirke  v.  Kirhe  (rf),  Shipperdson  v.  Tcrxer  {e)y  IViUiatns 
V.  The  Bishop  ofLandaff{g)^  Jones  v.  Bruce,  {h) 

.  Secondly*  where  a  person  seised  in  fee  or  in  tail  pays  off 
a  charge  on  the  estate,  it  depends  on  his  intention  wbe<", 

thcr 

(b)  2  Vei.  jun.  449.    And  see         (<f)  4  Rust.  435. 
Dffy  y.  Croft,  4  Beao.  561.  and  (e)  1  Ymt.  4*  CU.  (C.  C.)  441» 
the  cties  there  referred  to.                 (g)  l  Cox,  254. 

.  (b)  5  V£i.  474.  [h)  1 1  Sim.  881. . 

(c)  19  Vei.5l6. 
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^er  the  charge  is  kept  alive  or  not;  if  it  be  a  matter  of 

S-odifference,  and  he  has  expressed  no  intention  on  the 

subject,  the  charge  is  held  to  have  merged ;  but  where 

^t  party  dies  without  any  indication  of  bis  intention^  the 

^Court  considers  what  would  be  most  beneficial  to  him, 

^uid  it  is  immaterial  whether  at  law  the  charge  has 

s^ierged  or  not ;  Fdrbes  v.  Mqffhit  (a) :   though  it  be 

'KSerged  at  law^  still  it  may  be  subsisting  in  equity. 

Here  the  par^  was  not  the  owner  of  the  estate,  but  was 

■Berely  tenant  for  life;  the  presumption,  in  such  a  case, 

is  in  favour  of  the  charge  being  preserved,  and  the  onus 

of  proof  of  the  contrary  lies  on  the  remainder-man.    It 

^     ziot  sufficient  to  shew  a  vague  intention,  but  the 

Comirt  must  be  satisfied  that  the  tenant  for  life  relieved 

^^  estate  from  the  charge,  with  the  intention  of  never 

cfy^  mming  it,  and,  that,  in  fact,  he  intended  to  make  a 

P^^^Bsent  of  the  amount  of  the  charge  to  the  remainder- 

"^"  ^  II.    In  DrinkvxUer  v.  Combe  (i).  Sir  John  Leach  said, 

''  -5^  'f  a  tenant  for  life  pay  off  a  charge  upon  his  estate, 

^^^  amount  becomes  a  part  of  his  personal  property, 

"r^  ^ess  he  manifests  an  intention  that  it  shall  not  do  so." 

I*^^"       Trevor  v.  Trevor  {c)   a  tenant  for  life  in  remainder 

^^'^^eemed  the  land  tax,  and  afterwards  became  entitled 

^^^       the  estate  in  fee^  and  devised  it  by  his  will :  Sir  John. 

^  ^^4ich  said,  "  when  Lord  H.  took  the  assignment  of  the 

'^^^d  tax  to  himself  that  act  amounted  to  a  declaration 

^^^    bis  intention  that  the  land  tax  redeemed  should  be 

P^^^it  of  his  personal  estate.     It  could  not  afterwards 

^^^-^^  into  the  real  estate  without  his  expressed  intention 

1^^^     that  effect,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such 

'^^^'^ention.     It  continues,  therefore,  to  be  part  of  his. 

estate." 


In 


(•)  IS  Fes.  384. 

ib)  2  IXmu^SL  5iO. 


(c)  2Myi.4rK.915, 
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In  the  present  case,  Earl  George  never  evinced  any 
intention*  The  deeds  shew  that  he  was  altogether 
ignorant  of  his  rights,  and  by  a  mistake,  originatiDg 
during  his  minority,  the  personal  estate  was  considered 
primarily  liable.  All  the  subsequent  deeds  proceed  on 
the  same  error.  The  Court  will  relieve  in  such  cases; 
Earl  of  BuckingJiamshire  v.  Hobart.  (a) 

Lastly,  it  will  be  contended  that  the  Plaintifis'  claim 
is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (b)  which  enacts, 
that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  to  recover  any  money 
charged  on  land,  but  within  twenty  years  **  next  after  a 
present  right  to  receive  the  same  shall  have  accrued  to 
some  person  capable  of  giving  a  discharge  for  or 
release  of  the  same,  unless,  in  the  meantime,  some  part 
of  the  principal  money,  or  some  interest  thereon,  shall 
have  been  paid,  or  some  acknowledgment  of  the  right 
thereto  shall  have  been  given  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
person  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  payable  or  his 
agent,  to  the  person  entitled  thereto  or  his  agent ;  and 
in  such  case,  no  such  action,  or  suit,  or  proceeding,  shall 
be  brought  but  within  twenty  years  after  such  payment 
or  acknowledgment,  or  the  last  of  such  payments  <Mr 
acknowledgments,  if  more  than  one,  was  given." 

The  first  answer  to  the  objection  founded  on  this  statute 
is,  that  this  clause  only  applies  where  there  exists  a  person 
to  pay,  and  one  to  receive,  the  amount  of  the  charge  and 
the  interest.  It  can  only  apply  where  it  is  capable  of  this 
qualification,  —  that  there  is  one  person  to  demand  and 
another  to  pay.  Now  it  was  quite  impossible  for  Earl 
George  both  to  pay  and  receive  the  interest:  it  wonld  be 
absurd  for  George  Earl  of  Egremont,  by  whom  the  in- 
terest was  payable,  or  his  agent,  to  give  *^some  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  right  thereto  "  to  George  Earl  of  Egre^ 

montf 

(a)  3  Swtttt,  IB6.  {,b)  3&  i  IV.  4.  c.  27.  t.  40. 
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tnantj  '*  the  person  entitled  thereto.''  According  to  the 
argument  on  the  other  side,  however  clearly  Earl  George 
might  have  declared  his  intention  of  keeping  the  charge 
on  foot,  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  him  to  do  so;  -E^^^uionr^ 
it  may  therefore  be  said  that  the  right  did  not  accrue 
until  the  death  of  Earl  George.  The  second  answer  is, 
that  interest  has,  in  substance,  been  regularly  paid.  The 
Court  will  so  assume,  for  where  a  person  fills  two  in- 
consistent characters,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  fulfilled 
the  obligations  of  each.  Thus  where  a  mortgagee  in 
possession  purchases  the  interest  of  a  tenant  for  life,  it 
is  assumed,  that  he  keeps  down  the  interest,  and  time 
does  not  run  against  the  remunder-man.  Corbett  v« 
Barter  (a),  Ashton  v.  Milne  (i),  Bqffeiy  v.  King  (c), 
Brocklehurst  v.  Jessop.  {d)  Lastly,  in  cases  of  mistake, 
the  time  runs  from  the  discovery,  and  is,  like  the  case  of 
fraud,  provided  for  by  the  twentynsixth  section.  Brooks^ 
bank  ▼•  Smith  {e)y  and  this  is  a  mbtake  which  is  re- 
lievable ;  Denys  v.  Shuckburgh.  {g) 

Mr.  Tintietff  Mr.  Kinderdey^  and  Mr.  Lioydt  contrd. 

First,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Earl 
Charles.  It  is  quite  an  elementary  proposition,  that  if  a 
testator  gives  a  sum  of  money,  either  as  a  legacy  or  as 
a  portion  or  provision  for  his  child,  such  gift  is  a  mere 
pecuniary  bequest  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate;  if 
he  adds  that  it  shall  be  a  charge  on  his  real  estate,  the 
personal  estate  still  remains  primarily  liable,  and  the 
real  estate  is  only  to  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  personalty. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  gift  be  of  a  sum  expressly  to 
be  raised  out  of  the  real  estate,  or  if  there  be  a  devise  of 
a  real  estate  subject  to,  or  charged  with,  or  upon  the 

condition 

(a)  1  Anit.  138.9  reversed  3        (iQ  7  5Slm.  438. 

Anti.  755.  (e)  2  You.  4*  Col.  (Exch.);58. 

(6)  6  Sim.  SS9.  (g)  4  You.  ^  Col.  (Exch.).  42. 
(c)  1  £een,eoi. 
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condition  of  making  payment  thereout,  of  a  given  ^nm^ 
which  sum  is  not  otherwise  bequeathed  by  the  will,  then 
the  charge  is  exclusively  on  the  realty.  The  Plaintitf 
who  asserts  that  the  personalty  is  exonerated,  is  bound 
to  prove  it;  it  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  shew  that 
^ere  is  a  charge  on  the  real  estate,  but  he  must  do 
piore:^he  must  shew  that  the  personal  estate  is  ex-* 
empted.  The  rule  has  been  laid  down  differently  by 
various  Judges.  Originally,  express  words  were  neces- 
sary to  exempt  the  personal  estate,  (a)  This  was  after- 
wards  altered.  In  The  Duke  of  Afwaster  v.  Majfer  (6) 
Lord  ThwrUm  thought  that  <*  a  dedaroHon  pUun  or 
manifestatiork  dear**  was  necessary.  In  Brwnmd  v. 
JProihero{c)  the  expression  *^ irresistible  inference**  which 
was  used,  was  commented  on  by  Lord  Alxxndejfj  who 
said:  —  ^^  As  to  the  irresistible  inference^  I  do  not  know 
what  U  meant  by  that.  I  admit,  it  must  be  such  an 
inference,  as  leaves  no  doubt  upon  the  mind  of  the  per^ 
son  who  is  to  decide  upon  it  It  must  be  irresistible 
to  my  mind."  In  Bootle  v.  Blundell  (d),  Lord  Eldon, 
in  referring  to  this  expression,  says,  *^  1  can  find  no  rule 
deducible  from  all  that  has  been  said  on  the  subject, 
but  this,  (which  appears  to  be  a  rule  supported  by  all 
the  cases  taken  together),  namely,  that,  since  it  has 
been  laid  down  that  express  words  are  not  necessary  to 
exempt  the  personal  estate,  there  must  be  in  the  will 
that^ which  is  sometimes  denominated  *  evident  denumm 
stratioHi*  sometimes  ^ plain  intention^*  and  ^necessary 
implication^*  to  operate  that  exemption.''  In  Lord  Inchi^ 
quin  V.  French  {e)  Lord  Hardvdcke  remarks,  "  The 
general  rule  of  law  and  equity  is,  that  the  personal 
estate  is  the  first  fund  for  payment  of  debts;  and  as  to 

proper 


(a)  Fereyes  v.  Roierlton^ 
Bunb.  SOU  and  Dolman  v. 
SmOks  Free.  Ch.  456. 

(b)  lBro.C.C.469. 


(c)  8  Vet.  p.  115. 

(d)  1  Mer.  219, 
(r)  Amb.  37. 
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proper  legacies  it  is  considered  as  the  only  fund,  both        184& 
in  the  ecclesiastical  and  in  this  Court ;  if,  therefore,  the     ^^^T'*^^^^ 
perscmal  estate  b  to  be  exempted  from  these  charges,  it  v. 

must  be  so  expressed,  or  it  must  appear  from  a  plain  "^^^^jf 
necessanf  implication  arising  from  the  words  of  the  tes< 
tator ;  and  in  such  case  of  an  implication  or  plain  inten- 
tion, without  express  words,  it  must  appear  that  thci 
personal  estate  is  given  as  a  specific  bequest  in  some 
shape.**  In  Samfwell  v.  Wake  {a)  it  was  held  that  in. 
order  to  exonerate  the  personal  estate  from  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  it  is  necessary,  not  merely, 
to  charge  the  real  estate,  but  the  will  must  exempt  the 
personal  estate.  Lord  TAurkm  says,  <^I  believe  it.  is 
very  clear,  that  here  is  not  enough  to  exonerate  the. 
personal  estate.  The  personal  estate  is  the  proper 
fund :  in  order  to  exempt  it,  the  testator  must  express 
his  intent.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  the  real,  but 
he  must  shew  that  his  purpose  is,  that  the  personal 
should  not  be  applied.  The  words  to  be  attended  to 
are  those  relative  to  the  personal  estate.  He  gives 
pecuniary  l^;acies,  and  then,  by  a  very  loose  clause, 
gives  the  residue  to  SamwelL  I  am  called  upon  to  con- 
strue the  most  large  and  loose  residuary  clause  that, 
ever  was  seen,  in  such  a  way  as  to  change  the  natural 
order  of  payment.  Where  the  intent  is  strongly  ex- 
pressed, and  it  is  for  near  relations,  old  cases  have 
carried  the  matter  farther,  than  good  sense  without 
precedents  would  have  done."  In  Tower  v.  Lord 
Bous(b)  Sir  mUiam  Grant  thus  states  the  rule:  ''The. 
personal  estate,  being  the  proper  and  primary  fund  for 
the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  can  be  exempted 
only  by  express  declarations  or  plain  and  unequivocal 
manffestalion  of  intention.  The  question  generally  is, 
whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  that  intention.  It 
i«  agreed,  that  neither  a  charge  upon  the  land,  nor  a 

direction 
(a)  1  Bro.  C  C.  145.  ifi)  18  Va.  138. 
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1843.       direction  to  8ell,  nor  the  creation  of  a  term  forpaymenf^ 
^^^^^     ^I'l  exempt  the  personal  estate/'   So,  Lord  Bedesdak  in 
9.  M*Cleland  v.  Shaw  (a)  says :  "  Except  Webb  v.  Jones  (b) 

EomnioNT.  ^^^^  '*  "^  '  apprehend,  a  single  case  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  personal  estate  was  exempt  from  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  without  express 
words  for  the  purpose;  except  where  personal  estate 
has  been  given  as  a  specific  legacy :  for  if  it  is  given  in 
terms  which  do  not  imply  that  it  was  intended  as  a 
specific  legacy,  it  is  not  held  to  be  exempt  from  the 
charges  which  the  law  imposes  on  it.'' 

Apply  these  expositions  of  the  law  to  the  present 
case.  The  testator  says,  **  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my 
daughters,  &c.  the  sum  of  10,000/.  a-piece."  This  is  a 
simple  pecuniary  legacy.  Calling  these  sums  **  por- 
tions''  amounts  to  nothing:  they  would  be  equally  por- 
tions, whether  payable  or  raiseable  out  of  the  personal 
or  out  of  the  real  estate.  Then  it  is  said  there  is  a 
charge  of  these  sums  on  the  devised  estates ;  but  all  the 
cases  shew  that  this  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient.  Next 
there  is  no  specific  gift  of  the  residue,  which,  according 
to  the  cases  of  Booile  v.  Blundell  and  fVebb  v.  JoneSf  is 
requircfd.  It  is  next  said  that  the  real  estate  is  devised 
subject  to  the  sums  charged.  No  doubt  it  is,  but  that 
leaves  the  question,  whether  the  real  estate  is  primarily 
charged,  or  merely  in  aid  of  the  personalty,  perfectly 
open.  Then  as  to  the  additional  portions  being  paid 
out  of  the  same  fund,  that  rule  applies  only  where 
there  is  a  previous  gift :  here  there  is  none :  there  is  a 
mere  appointment  of  the  original  portions,  operating  as 
under  the  settlement.  Lastly,  it  is  argued  that  the  ad- 
ditional portions  are  to  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions 
and  contingencies,  &c.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  this, 
for  the  additional  portions  may  be  subject  to  similar 

conditions 
(a)  iSch.^Lef.  544.  [h)  2  Bro.  C.C.^0. 
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conditions  and  contingencies  as  the  original  portions*  so  1 843. 

far  as  they  are  applicable,  and  yet  be  payable  out  of  the  ^jj^^^ 

personalty.     If  the  Defendant  be  right  on  this  point,  v. 

the  Plaintifis*  case  enUrely  fails.  eITrSSii?. 

Secondly;  suppose  the  personal  estate  exonerated, 
then  as  to  the  efiect  of  the  acts  done  by  Earl  George. 
The  rule  is  thus  laid  down  by  Lord  Thuiiaw  in  Jones  v. 
Morgan  {a) :  <*  A  tenant  for  life,  in  general,  paying  off  a 
charge,  without  taking  an  assignment,  is  a  creditor  for 
the  sum  so  paid ;  but  the  smallest  demonstration  that  he 
meant  to  pay  it  off,  will  prevent  his  representative  from 
coming  for  the  money."  Is  there  not  something  more 
than  ^*  the  smallest  demonstration  "  in  the  present  case  ? 
Earl  George^  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
hb  own  issue,  it  was  quite  natural  for  him,  upon  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  and  finding  himself  in  possession  of 
considerable  personal  estate,  to  release  the  family  estate 
from  the  incumbrance  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 
might  succeed  him.  When  he  paid  off  the  charges,  no 
transfer  was  made  of  them  to  a  trustee  for  himself,  as 
would  have  been  done  if  he  intended  to  keep  them  on 
foot ;  but  they  were  absolutely  released  and  merged  in 
the  inheritance.  From  1772  to  1837  not  the  slightest 
trace  appears  of  any  intention  to  keep  the  charges  on 
foot,  or  that  Earl  George  even  supposed  them  to  be 
in  existence,  and  no  claim  was  made  by  any  one  till  his 
death. 

Thirdly;  the  dispositions  contained  in  the  will  of 
Earl  George  are  quite  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that 
he  intended  the  settled  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and 
Cornwall  should  remain  charged  with  the  25,000/., 
for  he  devises  to  the  Defendant  his  own  fee  simple 

estates 
(a)  1  Bro.C  CSIS. 
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184S.       estates  in  those  counties,  clearly  intending,  so  far  as  he 
^y'^!l    could,  to  augment  those  estates  which  were  to  go  with 

9.  the  title. 

The  Earl  of 

EoanfONT. 

Lastly ;  the  claim  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations, which  is  binding  on  courts  of  equity,  and  is 
positive  in  its  terms.  It  enacts,  that  no  suit  shall  be 
brought  to  recover  any  sum  secured  on  land,  but  within 
twenty  years  afler  a  present  right  to  receive  shall  have 
accrued  to  some  person  capable  of  giving  a  release. 
Earl  George  having  acquired  the  right,  upon  payment  of 
the  charges,  and  being  then  capable  of  giving  a  release, 
this  period,  therefore,  expired  twenty  years  afler  pay- 
ment Then  comes  the  exception  *^  unless  in  the  mean- 
time some  part  of  the  principal  money,  or  some  interest 
thereon,  shall  have  been  paid,  or  some  acknowledgment 
of  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  given  in  writing, 
-signed  by  the  person  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  pay- 
able or  his  agent,  to  the  person  entitled  thereto  or  his 
agent."  None  such  was  given,  and  therefore  the  claim  is 
extinguished.  The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs 
is  strange :  they  say,  that  because  a  party  cannot  come 
within  the  saving  clause  or  an  exception  of  an  act, 
therefore  he  is  not  within  the  act  at  all.  Such  cannot 
be  the  proper  construction ;  but  here  it  was  very  pos- 
sible for  Earl  George  to  have  preserved  his  right,  either 
by  having  the  charge  assigned  to  a  trustee,  and  giving 
an  acknowledgment  to  them,  or  secondly,  by  callmg  on 
the  trustees  to  raise  the  money  by  a  mortgage  executed 
to  a  trustee  of  himself  as  tenant  for  life;  or  thirdly, 
by  an  application  to  a  court  of  equity.  The  argument 
on  the  other  side  is  inconsistent  with  itself;  on  the  one 
hand,  it  is  said,  that  interest  could  not  be  paid,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  case  is  not  within  the  act;  and  on  the 
bther,  that  it  was  paid  by  retainer,  and  therefore  that 
the  act  does    not   apply.      The  cases  of  Corbett  v. 

Barker 
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Barter  {a^  sodlUsffify  v.  Kifig{b)  do  not  Bpjpljl  for 
.there  a  third  party  had  a  right  to  call  for  the  perform- 
ance,  by  the  tenant  for  lif%  of  a  du^ :  here  the  only 
da^  of  the  party  was  to  himself* 

"Xhe  case  is  next  put  on  mistake,  which,  it  is  said,  is 

equivalent  to  firaud;  but  that  is  not  so.    Cases  of  mis- 

tak^e  are  not  excepted  by  the  statute;  if  it  were,  the  Court 

does. not  relieve  in  cases  of  mistake  of  law.     Si.' Paul  v, 

f^£^€Oimt  Dudley  and  Ward  (c),  where  a  tenant  for  life 

of  a  manor  took  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  himself 

^^i^d  it  merged.     If  it  were  otherwise,  then,  under  the 

^^w^^tnty-sixth  section,  the  mistake  or  fraud  might  **  with 

•^^K^i^onable  diligence  have  been  first  discovered  "  at  the 

^***^c  when  the  charges  were  paid  off.     The  charges 

""-^"^^e  merged  at  law,  and  the  Plaintiffs  who  represent 

•^^■^^^1  George f  cannot,  after  sixty  years'  delay  iCnd  ac- 

"^^^i^scence^  be  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  mis^ 
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^^rookJfank  v.  Smith  (d)  and  Denys  v.  Skuckburgh  (e) 
not  cases  under  the  present    Statute  of  Limit- 
sns. 


^Mx.  Lee^  in  reply. 
TTke  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


^The  MAaTBB  of  the  Rolls. 

^This  bill  is  filed  by  the  legal  personal  representatives 

*^      the  late  George  Earl  of  Egremont  against  the  present 

Earl, 

_  ^    ^«)  1  Anit.  158.,  re?ened  9         (c)  15  Vet.  167. 

'^^-•I.  755.  Id)  2  You.  «J  Co/.  (Exch.),  58. 

^^)  1  Keen^  601.  (e)  4  You.  ^  Cd.  (Exch.),  4S.  • 


»    1844. 
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Earl,  and  it  prays  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  the 
principal  money  and  interest  alleged  to  be  due  to  the 
Plaintiffs  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  25,000/.  charged  on 
certain  estates  in  the  counties  of  Somerset^  Dorset  and 
Corrmattf  by  the  will  of  Charles  Earl  of  Egrcwumtf  the 
father  of  the  late  Earl  George  and  the  grandfather  of 
the  Defendant,  and  that  the  amount  of  what  shall  be 
found  due  may  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  a  8U& 
ficient  part  of  the  estates^  and  paid  to  the  Plmntiffi. 

By  a  settlement,  dated  the  26th  of  February  1 750 
and  made  on  the  marriage  of  Earl  Charles^  certaui  estates 
in  the  county  of  York  were  vested  in  trustees  for  a  term 
of  600  years,  in  trust  for  raising  by  mortgage  or  sale 
25,0002.  for  the  portions  of  his  younger  children. 

In  the  month  of  Jvly^  1761,  there  were  five  children 
of  the  marriage,  George^  the  eldest  son,  and  four  younger 
children :  namely,  Percy  Charles^  Charles  William^  and 
the  Ladies  Elizabet/i  and  Frances,  who  were  together 
entitled  to  the  25,000/1  provided  for  their  portions  by  the 
settlement;  and  Earl  Charles^  by  his  will  dated  the  3 1st 
of  Juhjj  1761,  appointed  the  25,000/.  as  follows;  viz. 
10,000/.  to  Lady  Elizabeth;  10,000/.  to  Lady  Frances  ; 
2500/.  to  Percy  Charles  ;  and  2500/.  to  Charles  William. 


By  the  same  will,  he  devised  his  estates  in  Somerset^ 
Dorset  and  Cornwall^  to  his  eldest  son,  the  late  Earl 
George  for  life,  with  remainder  over,  by  virtue  of  which 
the  Defendant  became  entitled  to  those  estates;  and  he ' 
gave  to  his  daughters  Elizabeth  and  Frances^  10,000/. 
a-piece,  and  to  his  sons  Percy  Charles  and  Charles  WiU 
Ham  2500/.  a-piece,  and  calling  these  sums  of  money 
portions,  he  subjected  and  charged  his  estates  in  Somerset^ 
Dorset  and  ConmaU,  which  he  had  devised  to  his  eldest 
son,  with  the  raising  and  paying  the  same ;  and  after 

bequeathing 
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bequealbing  certain  legacies,  he  gave  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  to  his  eldest  son.  He  appointed  his 
wife  and  brother  guardians  of  his  children,  and  appointed 
his  wife  sole  executrix  until  his  eldest  son  George  should 
attain  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  after  that  time,  ap- 
pointed his  eldest  son  George  sole  executor. 
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After  the  date  of  the  will,  the  testator  had  a  fourth 
son,  William  Frederick^  the  father  of  the  Defendant,  and, 
by  a  codicil  dated  the  22d  of  June^  1763,  he  made  pro- 
vision for  his  son  William  Fredaick^  but  the  directions 
as  to  the  portions  which  by  his  will  he  had  given  to  his 
other  younger  children  were  not  altered. 


^(ler  the  death  of  Earl  Charles^  his  eldest  son,  being 

still  a  minor,  the  will  and  codicil  were  proved  by  the 

wicJow,  who  possessed   the  personal  estate;  but  ader 

fla.  rl  George  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  he 

pr<:>ved  the  will  and  codicil,  and  became  the  sole  legal 

pe«-sonal  representative  of  his  father  Earl  Charles. 

■"-die  portions  provided  for  his  younger  children  by 

th^     ^11  Qf  Earl  Charles  were  paid  by  Earl  George  out 

^^  ti  is  own  money,  and  on  the  occasion  of  each  payment, 

^^«*t«iin  deeds  were  executed,  and  releases  were  taken 

■Voorj  the  sons  and  daughters  to  whom  the  payments 

^^Sf^ectively  were  made.     The  last  payment  was  made 

^*^  t.lie  month  of  January^  1781,  from  which  time  it  does 

^^t   oppear  that  any  mention  was  made  of  the  portions 

duriiig  the  life  ot  Earl  George,  who  died  on  the  1 1th 'of 

^^^"^^mbery  1837,  having  made  a  will  whereof  the  present 

«^laixitiffs  are  executors. 

1"lie  Plaintiffs  contend,  that  by  the  will  of  Earl 
Chc^^lfg  the  additional  portions  thereby  given  were 
wcl^jsj^ely  Qp  primarily   charged    on   the    estates   in 

Vol.  VII.  Q  Somerset, 


222 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1844. 

BURRELL 

V, 

The  Earl  of 
Egremont. 


Somerset  J  Dorset^  and  Cornwall^  which  were  devised  to 
Earl  George  for  his  life :  that  Earl  Georgey  the  tenant 
for  life,  having  paid  the  charge  out  of  his  own  money, 
became,  thereupon,  entitled  to  the  charge  for  his  own 
benefit,  and  so  continued  during  the  whole  of  his  life ; 
and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  as  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives, are  now  entitled  to  have  the  same  raised. 


On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant  contends,  first, 
that,  according  to  the  true  constructioA  of  the  will  of 
Earl  Charlesy  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Com- 
rvally  were  only  charged  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate  of 
Earl  Charles,  and  not  exclusively  or  primarily,  with  the 
payment  of  the  additional  portions;  secondly,  that 
Earl  George,  by  his  payment  of  the  portions  and  his 
execution  of  the  several  deeds  made  on  the  occasions 
of  such  payment,  declared  his  will  and  intention  to  be  to 
exonerate  the  estates  charged  from  the  payment  thereof, 
and  that  the  estates  ought  to  be  deemed  to  be  exonerated 
from  the  payment,  even  if  the  charge  was,  upon  the 
construction  of  the  will,  an  exclusive  or  primary  charge 
on  the  devised  estate,  and  not  merely  a  charge  thereon 
in  aid  of  the  testator's  personal  estate;  thirdly,  that 
even  supposing  the  charge  to  be  an  exclusive  charge  on 
ihe  devised  estates,  and  that  Earl  George  did  no  act  to 
exonerate  the  devised  estates,  yet,  as  his  right  to  the 
charge  accrued  in  1781,  he  ceased,  upon  the  expiration 
of  twenty  years  without  payment  of  interest  or  any 
acknowledgment,  to  be  entitled  to  sue  for  the  charge, 
and  the  same  cannot  now  be  recovered. 

Some  question  was  made  as  to  the  effect  of  the  will 
of  Earl  George,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  it 
contains  any  thing  which  affects  the  right  or  interest  of 
either  party. 


The 
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The  first  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  true 
coT^ftstruction  of  the  will  of  Earl  Charles^  the  additional 
portions,  amounting  to  25,000/.,  ought  to  be  considered 
as     general  pecuniary  legacies  payable  primarily  out  of 
the    testator's  personal  estate,  or  whether  they  are  to  be 
considered  as  portions,  exclusively  or  primarily  charged 
upon  and  payable  out  of  the  estates  in  Somerset^  Dorset^ 
and    Comwallj  devised  to  Earl  George  for   life.     The 
words  by  which  the  additional  portions  are  given  and 
heciueathed,  if  taken  by  themselves,  constitute  distinct 
gifts,  which  would  be  primarily  payable  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate.     The  Defendant  relies  mainly  upon  this, 
and  upon  there  being  no  term  or  estate  created  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  the  additional  portions ;  but  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  examine  the  whole  scope  and  context  of  the 
'^^'ill  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  effect  of  it. 


1844. 
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The  testator  begins  his  will,  by  reciting  and  confirming 

^"^    settlement  of  his  estates  in  York,  Cumberland,  and 

^»^«^ejr,   made  on   his  marriage;   and  he  appoints  the 

^^S^COOt,  thereby  raiseable  by  sale  or  mortgage,  for  the 

I^^^^'tions  of  his  younger  children,  directing  the  whole  to 

•^^    Ta'ised  and  paid,  as  to  10,000/.  part  thereof  for  his 

^J  o^ughter  Elizabeth,  for  part  of  her  portion,  as  to  10,000/., 

^^^l^er  part  thereof,  to  his  daughter  Frances,  for  part  of 

*^^f  portion,  as  to  2500/.,  other  part  thereof,  to  his  son 

"^^^^^cy  Charles,  for  part  of  his  portion,  and  as  to  the  sum 

^^^    2500/.,  residue  thereof,   to  his  son  Charles  William 

^^   part  of  bis  portion;  and  after  giving  directions  as  to 

*^^  payment  of  interest  and  the  time  of  payment,  he 

T^^ovided,  that  if  any  younger  child  should  die  without 

^ss\ie  before  the  time  of  payment,  his  or  her  portion 

sliould  sink  into  the  inheritance  charged  therewith,  and 

^^t  be  raised  or  paid. 


The  testator,  after  devising  to  his  eldest  son  certain 
^^Tchased  estates  in  York  and  Essex,  proceeds  to  de- 

Q  2  vise 
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1844'.        vise  the  estates  out  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  seek  to  raise 
)!^^^^^      the  sum  now  in  question,  and  he  devises  his  estates  in 

BURRELL  ^  » 

V.  Somerset^  Dorset^  and  Cornwall^   "subject  in  the  fijrst 

E  RWioNT  P'"^^  '^  ^^^  raising  and  paying  the  annuities  and  sums 
of  money  now  affecting  the  same,  or  hereinafter  charged 
thereon  by  this  my  will,  or  any  codicil  I  shall  hereafter 
think  fit  to  add  thereto,  unto  my  eldest  son  and  his  as- 
signs for  and  during  the  term  of  his  life."  Then  follow 
the  various  remainders  over.  It  is  observed  as  material, 
that  no  devise  is  made,  otherwise  than  subject  to  the 
charges  to  be  made  thereon  by  the  will.  After  com- 
pleting the  limitations  of  his  estates  in  Somerset^  Dorset^ 
and  Coniwally  he  gave  as  follows  :  —  "I  give  and  be- 
queath to  my  daughters,  Elizabeth  and  Frances^  the  sum 
of  10,000/.  a-piece,  and  to  my  sons  Percy  Charles  and 
Charles  Will? amy  2500/.  a-piece." 

No  doubt,  if  the  gifts  had  ended  here,  they  would  have 
been  general  legacies  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
but  in  pursuance  of  the  same  sentence,  and  speaking  of  the 
sums  so  given,  he  proceeds  to  describe  them  as  portions, 
thus :  "  which  several  portions  I  will  shall  be  in  aug- 
mentation of,  and  as  an  addition  to,  the  portions  already 
provided  for  them  by  my  said  marriage  settlement,  and 
hereinbefore  appointed  to  be  paid  to  them  as  aforesaid." 
Now  by  the  settlement,  those  portions  were  to  be  raised 
by  sale  or  mortgage  out  of  the  York  estates,  and  by  his 
will  he  had  directed  them  to  be  paid  with  interest  to  the 
sons  at  twenty-one  years  of  age,  to  the  daughters  on  at- 
taining that  age  or  marriage,  and  that  if  any  younger 
son  should  become  an  eldest  son,  or  any  younger  son  or 
daughter  should  die  without  issue  before  the  day  of  pay- 
ment, the  portion  should  sink  into  the  inheritance.  And 
as  to  these  sums  of  money,  which  he  calls  portions,  in 
augmentation  of  and  addition  to  the  others,  he  directs, 
that  they  "  shall  be  raised  and  paid  to  his  said  sons  and 
daughters  respectively,  at  such  times,  and  under  such 

conditions, 
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conditions,  and  subject  to  such  contingencies,  and  with 
such  interest,  as  I  have  before  directed  and  appointed 
their  original  portions  by  this  my  will.  And  1  do  hereby 
subject  and  charge  my  manors,  &c.  and  hereditaments 
in  the  several  counties  of  iSower^^/,  Dorset^  and  Cot-nwallf 
hereinbefore  by  me  devised  to  my  eldest  son,  with  the 
raising  and  paying  the  said  portions  and  sums  of  money 
to  my  said  sons  and  daughters  respectively,  at  the  times 
and  in  the  manner  aforesaid." 


1844. 
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Considering  the  distinct  and  appropriate  use  which 
the  testator  makes  of  the  word  "  portions,"  —  that  the 
devise  of  the  Somerset  estates  is  expressly  made  subject 
t^o   the  charges  afterwards  made  thereon, — that  the  gifts 
of   the  subsequent  sums  to  the  daughters  and  younger 
sons  are  expressly  stated  to  be  in  augmentation  of  the 
portions,  and  are  made  payable  at  the  same  times,  and 
sutyect  to  the  same  contingencies,  and  that  then  imme- 
diately the  Somerset  estates  are  charged  with  the  raising 
^•^d  paying  them,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  afore- 
^*^ic3,  it  appears  to  me  that  these  several  provisions  are 
^<^risistent  only  with  the  intention,  that  these  additional 
l^c>rtions  should  be  raised  out  of  the  estates  devised  to 
^H^  eldest  son ;  and  I  think  that  the  words  in  which  the 
^^i^rns   of  money  which   constitute   the  subject  of  the 
^^Vi3rge  are  given,  are  not  sufficient  to  throw  the  lega- 
^^*^s,  or  to  leave  them  a  charge,  exclusively  or  primarily, 
^^^^  the  personal  estate,  unless  the  will  should  be  found 
^^^    contain  other  provisions  tending  to  corroborate  that 
^<^iiclusion.    But  the  other  provisions  of  the  will,  instead 
^^P  having  that  effect,  appear  to  me  to  have  a  contrary 
^^ridency.     After  the  gifts  of  the  mansion  houses  and  of 
^^  annuity  of  300/.,  and  of  certain  personal  estate  as 
r^^ir  looms,  the  testator  gives  certain  pecuniary  legacies, 
^^hich  he  directs  to  be  exclusively  paid  out  of  certain 
P^irticular  parts  of  his  personal  estate.     And  then   he 

Q  S  gives 
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gives  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  subject  to 
his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  and  the  legacies  afore- 
said,  to  his  eldest  son ;  and  he  adds  a  proviso,  that  if 
his  personal  estate  shall  not  extend  to  pay  such  of  his 
debts  as  should  not  be  charged  on  his  real  estate,  and 
his  said  funeral  expenses  and  legacies,  he  charged  his 
estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  in  aid,  and  to 
make  good  any  deficiency  that  might  happen  in  his  said 
personal  estate.  I  do  not  think  that  the  legacies  here 
referred  to,  comprise  the  additional  portions  before 
charged  on  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Corn- 
wall, and  we  immediately  afterwards  find  the  testator 
mentioning  the  legacies  and  portions  distinctly^  and  he 
proceeds  thus,  **  And  for  the  end  and  purpose,"  (that  is 
for  the  purpose  of  making  good  the  deficiency  he  was 
providing  for,)  he  empowers  the  trustees  to  raise,  "  by 
sale  or  mortgage  of  the  estate,  and  pay,  not  only  tlie 
sums  of  money  and  portions  hereinbefore  by  me  charged 
and  secured  on  the  said  premises  for  my  younger 
children,  and  such  deficiency  as  shall  happen  in  my 
personal  estate  to  pay  my  debts  and  legacies,  but  also 
such  sums  of  money  as  shall  be  necessary,"  for  the 
other  purpose  in  his  will  mentioned.  Taking  the  whole 
of  this  will  into  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
effect  of  it  is  to  make  the  additional  portions  given  to  the 
younger  children,  a  primary,  if  not  an  exclusive,  charge 
upon  the  estates  in  Somerset,  Dorset,  and  Cornwall,  de- 
vised to  the  eldest  son  for  life. 


We  have  next  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  several 
acts  done  by  Earl  George  with  reference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  several  portions  to  his  brothers  and  sisters. 
If  a  tenant  for  life  pays  off  a  charge  on  the  inheritance, 
he  is,  prim&  facie,  entitled  to  that  charge  for  his  own 
benefit;  but  he  may,  if  he  think  proper,  exonerate  the 
estate.     In  the  absence  of  evidence,  the  presumption  is, 

that 
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that  he  pays  the  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder;  but  evi- 
dence may  shew  the  contrary  conclusion  to  be  true. 

The  Lady  Elizabeth  Alicia  Maria  was   married  to 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert  in  the  year  1771,  and  upon  that 
occasion,  two  instruments  were  executed,  and  an  ac- 
count stated;  and  by  one  of  the  instruments,  it  was 
recited,  that  the  Lady  Elizabeth  was,  by  virtue  of  the 
settlement  executed  before  the  marriage  of  tlie  late  Earl 
Charles^  and  by  his  will,  entitled  to  two  sums  of  10,000/. 
each,  amounting  together  to  20,000/.  for  her  fortune  or 
portion,  and  that  the  said  two  sums  of  10,000/.  and  10,000/. 
were  charged  upon  and  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  and 
personal  estates  of  Earl  Charles  ;  and  by  the  other  of  the 
instruments,  after  reciting  the  settlement  and  the  will 
of  Earl  CharleSj  it  was  further  recited,  that  upon  the 
treaty  for  the  intended  marriage,  it  had  been  proposed 
and  agreed,  that  the  several  principal  sums  of  10,000/. 
and  10,000/.  the  original  and  additional  portions  of  the 
X^ady  Elizabethy  so  charged  upon  and  payable  out  of 
t-Fie  real  and  personal  estates  of  Earl  Charles^  should 
L>^  assigned  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  by  the  account 
dnen  stated  it  appeared,  that  the  interest  of  one  sum  of 
M.  0,000/.  was  paid  by  the  guardians  of  Earl   George, 
m,  K-Bd  that  the  interest  of  the  other  sum  of  10,000/.  was 
f>^3Lid  by  the  Countess,  the  executrix  of  the  late  Earl 
t — ^'^'^arles. 


1844. 
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Earl  George  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  on 

tH^  « 18th  o( December  1 772;  and  on  the  1 1th  of  May  1 773, 

l^^^^  paid  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  pursuant  to  an  arrangement 

irm  ^Eide  on  the  marriage  of  his  sister  the  Lady  Elizabeth  to 

^^^^  ^»  Herbert ;  and  upon  that  occasion,  a  deed  was  exe- 

C^-^-  ted  by  and  between  Mr.  Herbert  and  the  Lady  Eliza^ 

y^^^h  of  the  first  part,  the  Earls  of  Pembroke,  Ashbumham, 

Q4  and 
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1 844.        and  Thomondy  and  Charles  Herbert^  of  the  second  part,  the 

^"^^^"^     Countess  Dowager  of  E^rremont  and  the  Earl  of  AuleS" 
Burr  ELL  o  o  y 

V.  Jord^  of  the  third  part,  and  George^  Earl  of  Egremonfy 

Egremont  ^^^''^^"  described  as  the  eldest  son  and  heir  and  exe- 
cutor of  the  will  of  his  father  Earl  Charles^  and  also 
residuary  legatee  in  the  same  will  named,  of  the  fourth 
part ;  and  thereby,  after  reciting,  amongst  other  things^ 
that  Earl  George  had  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  thereupon  became  entitled  in  possession  to, 
and  soon  afterwards  entered  upon,  the  real  estates 
limited  and  devised  to  him  by  the  settlement  and  will 
of  Earl  Charles^  and  upon  which,  or  upon  part  of  which, 
the  principal  sum  of  10,000/.,  the  original  portion  of 
the  Lady  Elizabeth^  stood  charged,  and  that  the  said 
Earl  George^  also,  upon  attaining  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  became  entitled  to  the  residuary  personal  estate 
of  his  father,  which  had  been  accounted  for  and  satis- 
fied to  him  by  his  guardians ;  and  that  having  entered 
upon  his  real  estates  and  possessed  himself  of  his  father's 
residuary  personal  estate,  he  was  desirous  to  pay  oflT 
and  discharge  the  several  sums  of  10,000/.  and  10,000/., 
being  the  amount  of  the  original  and  additional  por- 
tions of  his  sister  Lady  Elizabeth^  it  was  witnessed,  that 
under  the  circumstances  and  for  the  reasons  therein 
mentioned,  the  Earls  of  Pembroke j  Ashburnhamy  and 
Thomondy  and  Charles  Herbert^  assigned  the  said  two 
sums  of  10,000/.  and  10,000/.  to  Henry  Herbert^  and 
appointed  Earl  George^  as  executor,  residuary  legatee, 
and  heir  to  his  deceased  father,  and  in  every  other  right 
and  capacity  him  thereunto  requiring,  to  satisfy  the 
same  sums  of  10,000/.  and  10,000/.  to  the  said  Henty 
Herbert^  and  the  same  were  accordingly  paid ;  and  the 
said  Henry  Herbert  acknowledged  the  receipt  thereof, 
in  full  satisfaction  of  the  original  and  additional  portions 
of  the  Lady  Elizabeth^  and  of  all  claims  and  demands 
in  respect  thereof,  upon  the  estates  real  and  personal  of 

Earl 
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Earl  Charles^  or  upon  the  Dowager  Countess,  and  the 
Earl  of  Thomondy  or  either  of  them ;  and  Hemy  Herbert 
released  them,  and  all  and  singular  the  estates  real  and 
personal  of  Earl  Charles^  from  the  same,  and  covenanted 
to  do  any  other  act  required  for  further  releasing  the 
same,  and  better  extinguishing  the  same  sums  of  money 
and  all  claims  of  Henry  Herbert  and  Lady  Elizabeth  by 
reason  thereof,  or  upon  the  estates  of  Earl  Charles. 


1844. 


Burr  ELL 

p. 
The  Earl  of 
Egremont. 


In  the  same  month  oi  May  1773,  and  by  deed,  dated 

the  llth  of  the  same  month,  and  made  between  Earl 

GeorgCj  described  as  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  Earl 

Charles^  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Dowager  Countess  and 

the  Earl  of  Thomond  and  John  Drummond  of  the  other 

part,  after  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that  there 

was  standing  in  the  names  of  the  Earl  of  Thomond  and 

John  Drummond^  the  capital  yearly  sum  of  2186/.  75.  5d. 

consolidated  long  annuities,  which  had  been  purchased 

out  of  the  surplus  produce  of  the  real  and  personal 

estates  of  Earl  George^  during  his  minority,  and  were 

his  absolute  property  in  his  own  right,  and  that  the 

portions  of  Lady  Elizabeth  had  been  paid,  and  that  the 

Lady  PranceSj  being  in  the  eighteenth  year  of  her  age, 

ancl  her  portions  being  payable  at  her  age  of  twenty-one 

years  or  day  of  her  marriage,  Earl  George^  in  order  to 

exonerate,  as  well  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  his 

late  nether,  of  and  from  the  payment  of  the  additional 

P^*"tion,  legacy,  or  sum  given  to  the  Lady  Frances  by 

^^^    father's  will,  and  also  the  settled  estates,  and  all 

other   the  estates  real  and  personal  of  Earl  Charles,  of 

anil    From  the  original  portion  or  like  sum  of  10,000/. 

provided  for  Lady  Frances  by  the  settlement,  and  to 

secure  and  provide  for  the  more  immediate  payment  of 

tne  Several  portions  or  sums  of  money,  when  and  as  the 

satine  should  respectively  become  payable,  had  proposed 

^^d  agreed,  that  the  yearly  sum  of  784/.  6s.  Sd.  Long 

Annuities, 


230 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1844. 


BURRELL 

V, 

The  Earl  of 

EOREMONT. 


Annuities,  part  of  the  yearly  sum  of  2186/.  7^.  ScL  Long 
Annuities  before  mentioned,  should  be  appropriated  and 
set  apart  to  answer  and  pay  the  several  portions  of  the 
Lady  Frances^  when  the  same  should  become  payable ; 
and  after  reciting,  that  for  the  same  purposes,  Earl 
George  had  proposed  and  agreed,  that  the  yearly  sum 
of  392/.'  3s*  2(1.  Long  Annuities  should  be  appropriated 
and  set  apart  to  answer  and  pay  the  portions  and  addi- 
tional portions,  by  the  settlement  and  will  'of  Earl 
Charles  provided  for  his  younger  sons  Perci/  Charles^ 
and  Charles  William.  It  was,  by  the  said  deed,  wit- 
nessed, that  the  same  Long  Annuities  should  be  appro- 
priated and  set  apart  for  the  purposes  of  the  recited 
arrangement. 


By  another  deed,  also  dated  the  11th  day  of  Mat/ 
1773,  after  reciting  the  matters  aforesaid,  Earl  George 
allowed  the  accounts  of  his  mother  and  guardians,  and 
released  his  claims  as  residuary  legatee. 

On  the  9th  day  ofjuh/ 1776,  the  Lady  drawees  attained 
her  age  of  twenty-one  years.  Soon  afterwards,  the  Long 
Annuities  set  apart  to  answer  her  portions  were  trans- 
ferred into  her  name,  and  thereupon,  by  deed  poll  dated 
the  29th  Augusl  1776,  she  acknowleged  that  she  accepted 
the  same  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  portions  under  the 
settlement  and  will  of  her  father,  and  she  released  Earl 
George^  as  well  in  his  own  right,  as  in  his  character  of 
heir  of  the  body  and  executor  of  his  father. 


Percy  Charles  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  on 
the  27th  of  September  1778,  and  Charles  William  at- 
tained his  age  on  the  8th  of  October  1780.  At  these  times 
respectively,  the  Long  Annuities  provided  to  answer 
the  portions,  were  insufficient  for  the  purpose  :  the  sums 
required  to  make  up  the  deficiencies  were  supplied  by 

Earl 
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JEarl  George^  and  the  younger  sons,  Percy  Charles  and 
Charles  fViUiamf  upon  receiving  the  Long  Annuities  and 
the  sums  to  make  up  the  deficiencies^  f.  e,  upon  re- 
ceiving their  whole  portions^  executed  releases  dated,  as 
to  one  of  them,  on  the  25th  of  December  1778,  and  as 
to  the  other  of  them,  on  the  31st  of  January  1781. 


1844. 


BURRELL 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Egrbmont. 


We  cannot  now  know  what  Earl  George  might  have 
said  or  done,  if  he  had  been  told,  that  the  charge  of  the 
additional  portions  exclusively  or  primarily  affected  the 
estates  in  Somerset^  Dorset^  and  Cornwall :  —  that  he  was 
under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  same  out  of  his  own 
money,  and  that  paying  the  same  he  would  be,  or  was 
personally,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  charge.  Under 
the  circumstances,  it  is  possible,  perhaps  not  improbable, 
that  he  might  have  desired  and  declared  his  intention 
to  exonerate  the  estate ;  but,  after  a  careful  consideration 
of  the  deeds  which  were  executed  on  the  several  oc- 
casions on  which  the  portions  of  the  younger  children 
were  provided  for  and  paid,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
question  was  never  brought  to  his  attention.  The  original 
portions  were  known  to  be  charged  on  the  York  estates, 
and  were  so  treated ;  and  there  are  expressions  in  the 
deeds  which  are  to  be  explained  with  reference  to  them, 
and  to  the  estates  on  which  they  were  charged ;  but  it 
seems  to  be  clear,  that  Earl  George  conceived  himself, 
as  executor  and  residuary  legatee,  bound  to  pay  the 
additional  portions  out  of  his  own  money,  or  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  which  he  was  residuary  legatee.  He  was 
ignorant  that  the  additional  portions  were  properly  and 
primarily  chargeable  on  the  real  estates,  of  which  he  was 
tenant  for  life ;  and  the  nature  of  the  charge  being  un- 
known, and  unalluded  to  in  the  deeds,  they  contain  no 
indication  whatever  of  intention  either  to  continue  the 
charge  or  to  exonerate  the  estate. 


A  tenant 
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A  tenant  for  life  paying  off  a  charge  upon  the  estate, 
in  the  same  transaction  merging  the  security,  by  taking 
an  assignment,  connecting  it  with  tlie  legal  estate  of  in- 
heritance, primd  facie  puts  an  end  to  the  charge ;  but 
something  is  required  to  manifest  an  intention  to  exon- 
erate the  inheritance.  A  simple  payment  of  the  charge 
without  more,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  right  of  the 
tenant  for  life  to  have  the  charge  raised  out  of  the  estate. 
He  has  no  obligation  or  duty  to  make  a  declaration,  or 
to  do  any  act  demonstrating  his  intention.  The  burden 
of  proof  is  upon  those  who  allege  that,  in  paying  off 
the  charge,  he  intended  to  exonerate  the  estate,  (a) 


In  this  case,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever,  except 
that  which  may  be  derived  from  the  execution  of  the 
several  deeds  which  have  been  stated  ;  and  as  it  does  not 
appear  from  those  deeds  that  Earl  George  knew  his 
rights,  it  cannot  be  collected  from  them,  that  he  intended 
to  wave,  or  in  any  way  relinquish,  his  rights.  The 
words  of  the  deeds  are  fully  satisfied,  and  are  explicable 
only  on  the  supposition  that  he  did  not  know  that  he 
had  any  right  to  have  the  additional  portions  raised  out 
of  the  devised  real  estate,  and  that  he  did  understand 
it  to  be  his  obligation  to  pay  them  out  of  the  personal 
estate  or  his  own  money. 

If  it  had  been  necessary  to  shew,  otherwise  than  by 
legal  presumption,  that  Earl  George  intended  to  con- 
tinue the  charge,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  prove 
it,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  he  knew  there  was  a 
primary  charge,  and  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  have  proved 
that  he  intended  to  continue  a  charge,  the  existence  of 
which,  as  a  primary  charge,  was  unknown. 

The 


(fl)  See  St.  Paul  v.  Viscount  Dudley  and  Ward,  \S  Vet,  175. 
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The  difTerence  between  the  situation  of  the  Plaintiffs 
and  that  of  the  Defendant  is  this,  — that  there  is  a  pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  not  in  favour  of 
the  Defendant  In  the  relation  which  subsisted  between 
Earl  George  and  the  estate,  the  law  presumes,  that  in 
paying  off  the  sum  charged,  he  did  not  intend  to  exon- 
erate the  estate. 


BURRBLL 
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It  may  be  true,  that  if  Earl  George  had  known  the 
nature  of  the  charge,  and  that  he  might  have  raised  it 
for  his  own  benefit,  he  might  have  thought  fit  to  ex- 
onerate the  estate;  but  this  is  no  more  than  conjecture, 
and,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  evidence,  it  cannot  coun- 
tervail a  legal  presumption,  and  I  am  under  the  neces- 
sity of  concluding,  that  Earl  George  did  not,  by  his  acts, 
upon  payment  of  the   portions,  exonerate  the  estates 
From  the  additional  portions  charged  thereon   by  the 
^Mr'ill  of  Earl  Charles f  and  that  after  the  payment  of  the 
|3ortions  in  the  year  1781,  Earl  George  was  entitled  to 
li£ive  the  amount  raised  for  his  own  benefit. 


With  respect  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  it  was 

-gued  for  the  Defendant,  that  the  right,  if  any,  of  Earl 

reorge  to  the  charge  on  the  land  in  respect  of  the  por- 

^ions,  accrued,  at  the  latest,  on  the  Slst  day  of  Januaty 

^  '^Sl,  when  the  last  portion  was  paid.     Releases  having 

^^en  given,  it  is  said  that  the  trustees  could  not  have 

^^ised  the  portions  at  their  own  discretion,  upon  the 

demand  of  Earl   George :   that    if  he  had  desired  to 

^vail  himself  of  the  charge,  and  have  it  raised  for  his 

Own  benefit,  he  must  have  filed  a  bill  against  the  trus- 

ttses  and  the  remainder-man ;  and  that  his  right,  in  this 

respect,  accrued  sixty  years  before  the  present  bill  was 

tiled.    Earl  George^  it  is  said,  if  he  had  any  right,  was 

to  be  considered  as  in  possession  of  an  estate  exonerated. 

With  a  right  to  re-impose  the  charge ;  and  his  right  to 

re-impose 
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re-impose  the  charge  is  lost  by  neglect,  non-claim,  and 
lapse  of  time,  under  the  statute.  This  argument,  how- 
ever, assumes,  that  the  estate  was  exonerated,  which  is 
•Hie  Earl  of  ^^g  point  in  question ;  but  it  is  further  said,  that  there  is 
no  pretence  that  any  rent  was  ever  applied,  or  intended 
to  be  applied,  in  payment  of  interest,  so  that  Earl  George^ 
if  he  ever  was  entitled  to  the  charge,  received  no  interest 
upon  it :  that  he  received  the  rents,  and  applied  them  to 
his  own  use,  without  any  regard  to  the  charges ;  and  that 
his  acts,  in  that  respect,  ought  not  to  be  qualified  for 
the  benefit  of  his  executors. 

The  statute  [a)  enacts,  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought 
to  recover  any  sum  of  money  secured  by  any  mortgage, 
judgment,  or  lien,  or  otherwise  charged  upon  or  pay- 
able out  of  any  land  or  rent,  but  within  twenty  years 
next  ader  a  present  right  to  receive  the  same  shall  have 
accrued,  to  some  person  capable  of  giving  a  discharge 
for  or  release  of  the  same,  unless,  in  the  meantime, 
some  part  of  the  principal  money,  or  some  interest 
thereon,  shall  have  been  paid,  or  some  acknowledgment 
of  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  given,  in  writing 
signed  by  the  person  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  pay- 
able or  his  agent,  to  the  person  entitled  thereto  or  his 
agent. 

Now  it  is  undoubted,  that  the  right  of  Earl  George  to 
receive  the  charge  accrued  to  him  in  the  year  1781, — 
that  no  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  his  right  thereto 
was  ever  made,  and  that  more  than  twenty  years  after 
the  right  accrued  expired  in  the  lifetime  of  Earl  George. 
But  it  is  argued  for  the  PlaintifTs,  that  the  clause  in  the 
statute  cannot  be  held  to  apply  to  cases  which  do  not 
admit  of  the  qualification  referred  to  in  the  same  clause, 

and 

(fl)  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27.  *.  40. 
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and  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  Earl 
George  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  kept  down  the  inte- 
rest on  this  charge. 

The  clause  of  the  act  assumes,  that  there  is  not  only 
a  person  capable  of  giving  a  discharge  or  release,  but 
also  an  assignable  person  by  whom  the  charge  is  pre- 
sently payable,  or  who  is  capable  of  paying  the  prin- 
cipal or  interest  of  the  charge,  or  of  making  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  right  thereto ;  but,  in  this  case,  there 
was  a  charge  upon  the  estate  which  no  assignable  per- 
son was  then  liable  to  pay,  and  in  respect  of  which  no 
person  was  capable  of  making  an  acknowledgment  that 
it  was  due,  as,  during  the  life  of  Earl  George^  it  was 
necessarily  uncertain  who,  at  the    time  of  his  death, 
%vould  be  the  person  to  take  in  remainder  subject  to  the 
cliarge.     It  is  further  argued,  that  the  statute  can  only 
a^f-^ply  to  cases,  where  one  person  is  entitled  to  receive 
a  M^d  give  a  discharge,  and  another  person  is  entitled  to 
f^^imy  or  capable  of  giving   an  acknowledgment  of  the 
r  Fj^ht  to  the  charge ;  and  that  if  the  statute  were  held 
tcz^      apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  it  would  apply  to  a 
CK^ft.:se  where  the  tenant  for  life  had  expressly  declared 
h^  .^=j  intention  to  keep  the  charge  alive,  or  had  procured 
A       ^^^erm  to  be  vested  in  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  keep- 
ir»  ^^-^  it  alive,  unless  he  had  gone  through  the  ceremony 
^^  P^yiiig  money  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of 

r^  ^c^eiving  it  back  from  them  under  the  name  of  interest 
o*^^^     die  charge.     On  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that 
^^^  ^^s  statute  cannot  be  applied  to  a  case  where  there  is 
'^^^^     assignable  person  liable  to  pay  the  charge,  no  per- 
s^^^^  ^^1  who,  by  the  delay,  could  be  induced  to  suppose 
^*^  ^t  the  charge  was  abandoned  or  merged,  and  where 
^^^^  ^  rent,  out  of  which  the  interest  of  the  charge  ought 
^^^^     be  paid,  is  receivable  by  and  belongs  to  the  same 
\*^rson  who  is  entitled  to  the  interest. 

Before 
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ISI-*.  Before  the  charge  was  paid  to  the  younger  children, 

^^^^^"^     it  was  the  duty  of  Earl  George  to  pay  or  account  for 
V.  the  interest  to  them,  and  to  prevent  any  accumulation 

Eo^EMONT     "g^*"^^  ^^^  remainder-man.      After  the  portions  were 
paid  (supposing  Earl  George  to  have  become  entitled  to 
the  charge  for  his  own  benefit),  it  was  still  his  duty  to 
prevent  accumulation  of  interest  against  the  remainder- 
man.    Nothing  is  more  common,  than  for  a  man  to 
have,  with  reference  to  the  same  property,  a  right  to 
receive  the  income,  and  a  duty  to  apply  the  income,  or 
to  make  payments  out  of  it  in  a  certain  manner.      If 
the  property  producing  the  income  be  absolutely  bis, 
subject  only  to  a  charge,  in  respect  of  which  it  is  his 
duty  to  make  payments  of  interest  out  of  the  income, 
and  he  becomes  owner  of  the  charge,  there  is  an  end  of 
the  duty  to  make  the  payments ;  but  the  duty  to  make 
the  payments  may  not  be  a  simple  duty  owing  to  the 
person  entitled  to  receive  interest.     Where  the  estate 
in  the  property  charged  is  limited,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
tenant  for  life,  the  duty  of  paying  interest  to  the  person 
entitled  to  receive  it,  may  be  connected  with  the  further 
duty  of  preventing  the  accumulation  of  interest  against 
the  remainder-man;  and  where  the  owner  of  the  rent 
has  become  owner  of  the  charge,  if  the  duty  to  prevent 
accumulation  of  interest  upon  the  charge  against  the  re- 
mainder-man continues,  this  Court  will  hold  a  tenant  for 
life,  owner  of  a  charge  on  the  inheritance,  to  have  dis- 
charged that  duty.     It  is  presumed  to  be  done,  first,  on 
the  ordinary  principle,  that  this  Court  will  assume  to  be 
done  that  which  the  party  might  and  ought  to  have 
done;  secondly,  to  prevent  any  prejudice  arising  to  the 
remainder-man  by  the  accumulation  of  interest;   and, 
thirdly,  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  relieving  the 
remainder-man,  compelled  to  pay  an  accumulation  of 
interest,  from  the  necessity  of  suing  the  representatives 

of 
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of     the  tenant  for  life,  whose  duty  it  was  to  pay  the 
in^^rest,  for  reimbursement 

It  was  contended,  that  if  the  duty  to  pay  comprised 
no    daty  to  any  one  but  the  party  entitled  to  receive,  the 
Court  would  not  interfere  or  in  any  way  qualify  the 
ac^s  of  the  tenant  for  life,  for  the  purpose  of  deeming 
tli^  doty  to  be  satisfied  or  not.     I  agree  to  that ;  but  in 
th^  case  of  tenant  for  life,  owner  of  a  charge  on  the  in- 
faev-itance,  it  is  not  merely  with  reference  to  the  party 
hinnself  that  the  duty  of  paying  the  interest  arises:  he 
reocives  the  income,  and  is  entitled  to  the  interest  pay- 
^^fale  thereout ;  and  when  he  has  received  the  income,  he 
'^   deemed  to  have  paid  or  kept  down  the  interest,  not 
^^^^c^use  of  any  duty  which  he  owes  to  himself,  but 
because  he  has  a  duty  to  another,  /.  e.  to  the  remainder* 
■^i^n,  to   prevent  the  accumulation  of  interest  against 
bin.     If  you  suppose  the  charge   to   be  a  subsisting 
^iharge,  there  being  no  express  payment  of  interest,  no 
^^^^t  by  which  the  payment  of  interest  can  be  proved, 
^^^»'e  would  be  an  accumulation  of  interest  against  the 
^^K»ainder-man,  if  the  law  did  not  presume  a  duty  to 
P*"^vent  it,,  and  also  a  satisfaction  or  performance  of  that 
^**ty,  by  the  person  who  received   the  income,  by  the 
"•-•^  application  of  which   the  duty  ought  to  have  been 
P^  ^formed.    It  is  not,  I  think,  necessary,  to  assume  as  a 
'^^^  (though  this  has  been  done),  that  the  tenant  for  life 
^^^Vist  have  received  the  interest  of  the  charge,  at  the 
^^^Xies  when  he  received  the  rents  of  the  estate.    It  is 
^^fficient,  that,  by  a  rule  of  law,  the  tenant  for  life  of  an 
^^late  who  is  also  the  owner  of  a  charge  on  the  in- 
heritance   must,   in  favour  of  the  remainder- man,    be 
deemed  to  have  kepi  down  the  interest  of  the  charge 
Out  of  the  rents  received  ;  and  I  think  that  the  remainder- 
man in  whose   favour   this  rule  has  been  established 
cannot  be  permitted  to  contend,  that  the  interest,  thus 
Vol.  VII.  R  for 
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for  his  benefit  deemed  to  have  been  kept  down  and  paid, 
was,  in  fact,  not  paid,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  say,  that,  under  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  right 
to  sue  for  the  charge  is  lost«  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  think  that  the  case  does  not  come  within  the 
purview  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 


Under  the  circumstances,  and  for  the  reasons  I  have 
stated,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  the  relief  which  they  pray. 

Declare,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  will  of  Earl  Cfiarles,  the  additional  portions^ 
amounting  to  25,000/.  thereby  given  to  the  younger 
children  therein  named,  constitute  a  primary  charge  on 
the  estates  by  the  said  will  devised  to  the  testator's 
eldest  son  for  his  life ;  and  that  Earl  George^  the  tenant 
for  life  of  those  estates,  having  paid  the  same  addi- 
tional portions  to  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  out  of 
his  own  monies,  became  and  was,  and  up  to  the  time  of 
his  deatli  continued  to  be,  entitled  to  the  same  charge 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  as  his  legal 
personal  representatives,  are  now  entitled  thereto,  as 
part  of  his  personal  estate.  Take  an  account  of  what  is 
due,  and  decree  the  amount  to  be  raised. 


The  Defendant  appealed,  but  the  case  was  afterwards  compro- 
mised, by  the  Plaimiflls  making  some  concessions. 
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^I^HIS   was  a  suit  instituted  against  the  surviving  Executors 
-*"     executors,  for  the  administration   of  a  testatoi-'s  auc'tlonee/" 

estate.  who  received 

the  deposit. 
After  some 
By  the  decree,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  referred  necessary 
^     -a*  ..  '  I  1      ^  I        clelay,  the 

to  the  Master,  to  "  enquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  what  purchases 

sales  had  been  made  of  the  leasehold  estates  of  the  ^.^^i^'"'. 

pleted  on  the 

le8tator,and  whether  any  and  what  deposits  were  left  in   nth  of 

the  hands  of  the  auctioneer,  and  to  what  amount,  and  ^^^^    jj^^ 

under  what  circumstances."  auctioneer 

failed  to  pay 
over  the 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found,  that  Messrs.  Grif-  <^«P0"^    The 
^  -    __     _ .  -  __  "  ,  .    1         .      .  executors, 

WA,  Hopkins  and  Cooper^  formerly  carried  on  busmess  as  acting  under 

auctioneers  to  a  very  large  extent,  and  were  considered  |®sal  advice, 

to  be  men  of  high  character,  ability,  and  integrity,  and  proceedings 

had  been  emplpyed  by  the  testator:  that  Griffilh  and  Ken^l], 

HopkinSf  having  amassed  considerable  fortunes,  relin-  of  March 

quished  the  business  to  Cooper,  who  continued  to  carry  money  was 

it  on  down  to  January  1832,  *'  and  was  considered,  by  ^^^^\  The 

auctioneer 
people  in  his  neighbourhood,  to  be  a  person  of  integrity  was  not,  at 

and  credit,  and  enjoyed  a  good  repuUtion."  tttioTo'f  the 

sales  or  after- 
That  the  executors,  being  unable  to  let  the  leaseholds,  ^umttalcet  to 
employed  Cooper  to  sell  them  by  auction.     That  they  pay  the  ba- 
were  accordingly  sold  by  him  on  the  30th  of  May  1831,  under  the^cir- 
and  that  the  deposits,  to  the  amount  of  619/.  were  paid  cumstances, 
to  Cooper^  the  auctioneer ;   that   delays  m   completmg  cutors  were 
the  purchases  unavoidably  occurred,  but  that  ultimately,  "o^P<?«^**>nany 
CD  the  nth  o(  December   1831,  the   sales   were  com- 
pleted ;   that  Cooper  did  not  attend  on  that  occasion, 
and  that  the  solicitors  of  the  executors,  by  letter  written 

72  2  on 
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ISI-S.  on  the  21st  of  December^  expressed  their  surprise  at 
this,  and  appointed  the  next  day  for  a  meeting ;  that 
Cooper's  son  then  attended,  and  stated  that  his  father 
had  made  large  advances  on  the  faith  of  the  completion 
of  the  sale  of  an  estate,  and  that  until  he  received  that 
money,  he  could  not  pay  over  the  balance  of  the  de- 
posits, and  that  he  promised  the  Defendants  to  send  his 
father's  accounts  to  the  executors'  solicitors  on  the  fol- 
lowing day;  that  Cooper  attended  the  next  day,  and 
his  account  being  produced  and  examined,  he  was  re- 
quired to  pay  the  balance;  that  he  stated  bis  in- 
ability to  do  so  at  that  time,  but  that  he  had  a  sale  of  a 
large  property  shortly,  by  which  he  should  receive  a 
considerable  sum,  and  should  then  be  able  to  pay  the 
balance  due  from  him.  That  the  executors  consulted 
with  their  solicitors  several  times  between  the  30th  of 
December  18S1  and  the  21st  of  January  18S2,  on  the 
best  means  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  balance  due  from 
Cooper ;  and  that  on  the  21st  of  January  18S2  the  soli- 
citors wrote  to  Cooper^  stating,  that  if  he  did  not  come 
to  a  satisfactory  settlement,  they  should  be  compelled 
to  adopt  coercive  measures  against  him  immediately ; 
that  Cooper  did  not  send  any  answer,  and  that  the 
executors  frequently  consulted  with  their  solicitors,  after 
they  had  written  the  last-mentioned  letter,  on  their  being 
unable  to  see  Cooper^  or  obtain  payment  of  the  balance 
due  from  him ;  and  that  they  instructed  their  solicitors 
to  issue  a  bailable  writ  against  Coope7\  which  was  done 
on  the  14th  o^  March  1832,  and  a  warrant  was  placed  in 
the  hands  of  a  very  active  officer  to  execute,  but  that  the 
officer  was  never  able  to  discover  Cooper.  That  the 
executors  were  unable  to  discover  where  Cooper  was, 
for  a  period  of  upwards  of  six  years,  but  that  they  had 
lately  found  that  Cooper  left  his  residence  in  the  last 
week  in  January    1832,    and   went  to    Gravesend,  and 

subsequendy 
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subsequently  into  divers  parts  of  England^  where  he  con-        1 84S. 

tinued  to  secrete  himself  for  upwards  of  six  years.  zf^^^^"^ 

^  •'  Edmonds 


The  Master  also  found  that  Cooper  was  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  completion  of  the  sales,  or  at  any  time  sub- 
sequent, in  circumstances  to  pay  the  balance  so  due  from 
him. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions,  when 
the  question  was  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
executors  were  or  were  not  personally  liable  for  the  loss 
which  had  occurred. 

Mr.  Pemberiofi  Leigh  and  Mr.  «/.  J.  Williams^  for 
the  Plaintifis,  contended  that  the  executors  were  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  amount  lost  by  the  insolvency  of 
the  auctioneer;  that  they  ought  not  to  have  left  the 
money  in  his  hands,  and  that  they  had  not  used  due 
diligence  in  proceeding  against  him  afler  his  default  in 
December ;  that  to  release  a  trustee  or  executor, 
where  he  employs  an  agent,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the 
money  was  not  lost  by  any  want  of  diligence.  That 
here,  from  December  to  March^  no  active  step  had  been 
taken  to  compel  Cooper  to  pay  the  money ;  and  which, 
if  taken,  might  have  proved  successful. 

Mr.  Turner i  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Tinney^  corUrd. 

The  executors  are  not  liable ;  they  left  the  deposit  in 
the  hands  of  the  auctioneer,  who  acted  a^  the  agent  of 
both  parties.  Up  to  Decetnbery  they  could  not  do 
otherwise.  After  that  time,  they  acted  bondjldej  under 
legal   advice,   and  did  all  that  could  be   done   to   re- 
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cover  the  amount.  Cooper  seenis  to  have  absconded  in 
January^  and  from  the  Master's  report,  it  appears  that 
Cooper  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or  any  time  sub- 
sequent, in  circumstances  to  pay  the  balance  due  from 
him. 


The  Master  of' the  Rolls. 

There  seems  to  be  some  difficulty  in  this  case.  The 
executors,  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  were  under  the 
necessity  of  employing  an  auctioneer;  and  until  the  pur- 
chases were  completed,  the  deposit  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  auctioneer,  as  the  agent  for  both  the  vendors  and 
purchasers.  There  can  be  no  objection  against  their  em- 
ploying this  gentleman  as  an  auctioneer.  On  the  17th  of 
December  1831  the  purchases  were  completed,  and  from 
that  time  the  money  belonged  to  the  executors,  and 
Cooper  must  then  be  considered  to  have  held  it  for 
them.  The  auctioneer  did  not  attend  at  the  completion 
on  the  17th  of  December^  and  on  the  21st  the  solicitors 
wrote  a  letter,  in  which  they  expressed  their  surprise, 
and  required  explanation,  and  which  was  delivered  on 
the  21st.  The  son  attended  next  day,  and  informed 
the  executors  that  his  father  could  not  pay  the  balance 
until  he  received  monies  which  he  had  advanced  on 
other  sales.  That  being  an  unsatisfactory  state  of 
things,  what  ought  the  trustees  to  have  done?  This 
depended  on  the  circumstances  of  the  auctioneer.  The 
matter  goes  on,  nothing  is  effected  until  January  1832; 
there  is,  then,  a  threat  of  coercion,  and  in  March  a 
capias  is  sued  out.  Under  all  the  circumstances,  this 
might  have  been  the  most  prudent  course  to  pursue* 
1  have  great  reluctance  in  charging  the  trustees.  The 
estate  has  suffered,  but  not  from  the  executors  having 
improperly  or  inconsiderately  employed  this  man,  and 
the  executors  appear  to  have   been  acting  under  the 
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advice  of  their  solicitors  from  day  to  day.     I  nifill  look 
further  into  it. 

The  Master  tftAe  Rolls. 

I  have  considered  this  case,  and  I  think,  under  the 
circumstances,  that  the  executors  cannot  be  charged. 
They  were  under  the  necessity  of  employing  an  agent, 
and  after  the  completion  of  the  contract,  they  appear  to 
have  taken  all  the  pains  they  could  in  the  matter. 
Acting  under  legal  advice,  on  which  they  seem  to  have 
relied,  they  pursued  that  which  was  considered  the  most 
prudent  and  proper  course,  and  a  loss  has  unfortunately 
.arisen. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  in  which,  under 
similar  circumstances,  executors  have  been  charged. 


ISi'S. 


SAMUDA  V.  LOUSADA. 


Dec.  22. 


^HE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in   1808,  gave  his  Power  to  ap- 

daughter  an  annuity  of  500/.  a  year  for  the  term  P^!^'  ^^,5"' 

^c^f  her  natural  life,  and  he  directed  his  executors  to  under  the  cir- 

Snvest  in  the  public  funds  a  sum  of  money  "sufficient  toauUiorize 

^o  produce,  and  effectually  yield  and  secure  the  said  an-  the  appoint- 

^^uity  of  500/.  to  his  said  daughter;"  and  after  her  de-  principal  sum 

^Mase,  the  testator  "  directed  that  the  said  annuity  or  '^vested  in 

-^  the  funds  for 

^^earfy  sum  of  BOOL  should  go  to  and  for  the  use  of  such  securing  it. 

(Mrson  or  persons,    intents  or  purposes,"  as  his  said  bequeathed*'^ 

daughter  nn  annuity  of 
SOOl.  a  year 
^o  his  daughter  for  life,  and  directed  an  investment  in  the  funds  for  securing  it,  and 
^lYer  her  decease,  he  directed  the*'  annuity  **  should  go  as  his  daughter  should  by  will 
Appoint,  and  in  default,  the  **  annuity  "  should  be  applied  towards  the  maintenance 
of  her  children  till  twenty-one»  and  then  the  **  principal  sum"  to  the  children,  with  a 
gift  over  **  of  the  said  principal  sum  of  money."    Held,  that  the  daughter  had  the 
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1843.  daughter  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  he 
^^^^'^  directed  "  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  SOOi** 
should  be  applied  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
her  children  until  they  attained  twenty-one,  "  and  then 
upon  trust,  as  to  the  principal  sum  so  to  be  invested  as 
aforesaid,  and  all  interest  due  thereon,  to  and  amongst*' 
the  children  of  his  daughter  living  at  her  death,  with  a 
gift  over  "  of  the  said  principal  sum  of  mono/"  in  case  of 
her  dying  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  and  intestate,  or 
if  the  children  should  die  under  twenty-one. 

The  sum  of  16,666/.  I3s.  4fd.  consok  was  purchased 
for  securing  the  annuity,  and  the  produce  paid  to  the 
daughter  for  life. 

The  daughter  by  her  will,  dated  in  18S7,  made  an 
appointment  of  the  500/.  a  year,  and,  so  far  as  she  could 
or  might,  of  the  sum  of  16,666/.  ISs.  ^d.  consols  invested 
for  securing  that  annuity. 

This  was  a  petition  that  the  consols  might  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  petitioner  the  appointee,  on  the  trusts  of 
the  will  of  the  daughter. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh^  for  the  petitioner,  contended 
that  the  daughter  had  the  power  ol  appointing  the  prin- 
cipal sum.  (a) 

Mr.  Turner^  contra^  contended  that  the  testator  had, 
by  his  will,  made  a  distinction  between  the  *^  annuity  ** 
and  the  ^*  principal  sum,"  and  had  given  his  daughter 
the  power  of  appointing  the  annuity  only,  which  would 
be  limited  to  a  life  interest;  Blewitl  v.  Robats, (6) 

Mr. 

(fl)  See  Page  v.  Leapmgwell,  {b)  Cr,  ^  Ph.  274. 

mVes.  463,;  Hmg   v.   Stoiney^ 
1  Sim.  Sf  S.  487. 
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Mr.Pemberion  Leigkf  in  reply.     This  is  a  general        1849. 
power  of  appointment  carrying  the  whole  annuity.    The 
sobjedt  of  the  power  is  the  same  as  of  the  gift  over  in 
default  of  children. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  daughter 
wras  authorized  to  appoint  the  capital. 


TT 


BELCHER  V.  WHITMORE.  ,^"V' 

March  S9. 

HIS  was  a  motion,  before  decree,  for  a  reference  to  Where  the 
the  Master  to  make  certain  preliminary  enquiries  equity°o*a 

^^  nder  the  5th  Order  of  May  1889.  (a)  Plaintiff's 

bill  is  denied 
bv  the  answer. 

In  1812,  upon  the  marriage  of  Edward  Whitmore  with  '"«  Court 
-  «  ^"1  not,  on 

-^^^ances  his  wife,  a  sum  of  10,000/.  reduced  annuities  motion,  direct 

^^^as  vested  in  trustees,  upon  trust  for  Edward  Whitmore  !!l!  PffL^^L'^ 
'     ^  narv  enquiries, 

'^Dr  life,'  and  after  his  decease  (in  the  events  which  hap-  under  the 
S:><ned}  upon  trusts  for  the  children  of  the  marriage.  Order  of  Afoy 

1839. 
A  bill  was 
In  March  1835,  Edward  Whitmore  was  possessed  of  a  filed  to  set 

V^^licy  of  assurance,  on  his  own  life,  in  the  Equitable^  J^'^®  ^11°*""' 

C^:^r  a  sum  of  5000/.,  which,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  ment,  on  the 

-Sch  of  March  1885,  he  assigned  to  trustees  upon  the  fn^Xency^of 

^m-^usts  of  his  marriage  settlement.  the  settlor,  the 

insolvency 
being  denied 
On  the  1st  of  JuLy  1841,  Edward  Whitmore  and  his  bv  the  answer, 
,^  1  .1  the  Court 

T>artners  became  bankrupts.  declined 

This  ordering,  on 
.  .  r>  ..       ^  motion,  the 

(a)  Ordmet  Con.  136.  preliminary 

enquiries  as 
to  the  parties  interested  under  the  settlement 


Whitmorr. 
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Tills  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  Edward  Wut' 
^^^"^^^     marcy  alleging  that  at  the  time  Edward  Whitmore  exe- 
V.  cuted  the  deed  of  the  5th  of  March  18S5,  he  was  insol- 

vent, and  seeking  to  set  it  aside,  as  voluntary  and  exe- 
cuted for  the  purpose  of  delaying  his  creditors. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  there  were  seven  children  of 
the  marriage,  one  of  whom  had  died  an  infant  in  1840, 
and  that  one  had  married  the  defendant  Halsey^  and 
that  under  some  indenture  of  setdement  executed  pre- 
viously to  their  marriage,  Hakey  and  his  wife  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  one-seventh  share,  or  to  some  other 
interest,  in  the  said  policy  of  assurance. 

The  answer  of  Robert  and  George  Whitmore  denied 
the  insolvency  of  the  firm  of  Whitmore^  Welh^  WeUs^  and 
Whitmore^  and  also  of  Edward  Whitmore,  previous  to 
1885 ;  and  Robert  Whitmore  also  said,  that  having 
learned  in  1885,  that  Edward  Whitmore  was  about  to 
be  married  again,  and  also  that  Caroline^  one  of  his 
daughters,  was  about  to  be  married  to  Mr.  Hahey,  he 
thought  it  advisable  that  the  policy  of  assurance  should 
be  assigned  to  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement, 
as  a  better  provision  for  the  children  of  his  first  mar- 
riage, and  in  order  that  a  larger  settlement  might  be 
made  on  Caroline^  the  wife  of  Mr.  Hakey,  who  was  then 
about  to  be  married.  That  accordingly,  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  Robert  Whitmcre,  Edward  Whitmore,  before 
any  marriage  was  solemnized,  agreed  to  assign  the  policy 
of  assurance,  and,  under  those  circumstances,  did  exe- 
cute the  deed  of  the  5th  of  March  1835,  and,  by  an 
indenture  dated  the  11th  o^  March  1835,  EdwardWhit- 
more  appointed,  among  other  things,  that  one  equal 
seventh  part  of  the  monies  to  become  payable  on  the 
said  policy  of  Assurance,  should,  upon  the  solemnization 
of  the  said  intended  marriage,  become  an  interest  vested 

in 
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in  the  said  Caroline  Whitmore^  and  should  be  tmnsrerred  1844. 

and  paid  to  her  executors^  administrators  and  assigns,  ^^^'^'^^ 

as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  the  decease  of  t . 

liim  Edward  Whiimore.  Whitmore. 

A  motion  was  now  made  by  the  Plaintiffs,  under  the 
^th  Order  oi  May  1839  (a),  for  a  reference  to  the  Mas- 
ter, to  inquire  when  Frances  Whiimore^  the  wife  of 
.Edward  IVhitmorej  died ;  what  children  there  were  of 
the  marriage,  when  they  were  bom,  whether  any  were 
dead,  when  they  died,  and  whether  any  such  children, 
being  a  son  or  sons,  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  at* 
tained  twenty-one,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters, 
had  attained  that  age  or  been  married,  and  who  were 
the  personal  representatives  of  such  child  or  children ; 
and  also  to  inquire,  what  children  there  had  been  born 
of  the  marriage  of  the  Defendant  Hahey  and  Caroline 
fa  is  wife,  and  when  they  respectively  were  born,  and 
^whether  any  of  them  were  since  dead,  and  if  dead,  when 
Cliej  respectively  died. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Pryor^  in  support  of  the  motion, 
crmted  Hawkins  v.  Hawkitis.  (Jb) 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  fValpole^  for  the  Defendants 

-•^Sobert  and  George  Whitmore,   resisted    the  proposed 

s^  ^^ference^  contending  that  at  the  hearing  the  enquiries 

v^^iw  asked  might  be  found  to  be  unnecessary;  that  the 

ir^laintifis  must  shew  an  existing  necessity  for  the  en- 

c^J^miiries,  before  the  Court  would  make  the  order ;  Breeze 

^^*  English  {c);  that,  as  it  was  stated  by  the  Defendants' 

a^tiswers  that  the  assets  of  the  settlor,  in  1885,  were 

^^ifficient  to  pay  all  demands  upon  his  separate  estate, 

there 

(a)  Ordines  Can.  136.  (c)  3  Hare,  118. 

(A)  1  Hare,  545. 


Belcher 
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there  was  therefore,  under  that  state  of  circumstances, 

no  reason   for  asking  for  these  enquiries ;  Topham  ▼• 

V.  Ughtboify  {a)f  Frost  v.  Hamilton.  (6) 

Whitmobb. 

Mr.  7\imer  and  Mr.  Freeling  in  the  same  interest. 

Edward  Wkitmore  was  solvent  in  1885,  and  the  in- 
validity of  the  assignment  has  not  yet  been  establbhed. 
The  settlement  was  made  by  Edward  Wkitmore^  the 
elder,  in  contemplation  of  a  second  marriage,  and  so 
far  as  relates  to  Mrs.  Hakey^  it  was  supported  by  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  was  not  voluntary.  The 
Plaintifis,  therefore,  cannot  ask  for  enquiries  respecting 
the  persons  entitled  under  her  marriage  settlement,  and 
have  made  no  primd  facie  case  to  support  their  claim 
against  it. 

Mr.  Purvis^  in  reply. 

The  Plaintifis  have,  specifically,  by  their  bill,  stated 
debts  existing  in  1835  and  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, shewing  that  the  firm  was  insolvent  in  1885: 
they  are  not  denied.  This  then  is  a  primd  fade  case. 
Independently  however  of  that,  where  a  class  of  persons 
is  interested,  the  Court  requires  that  the  preliminary 
enquiries  should  be  made  before  it  will  determine  any 
question  relating  to  the  property  claimed  by  the  class. 
Convenience  requires  that  this  should  be  done  before 
the  hearing,  to  prevent  the  cause  then  standing  over ; 
and  this  was  the  very  object  of  this  general  order. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Order  referred  to  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
accelerating  a  cause,  and  to  give  the  PlaintiiFs  an  oppor- 
tunity 

(rt)  1  Hare,  289.  {Jb)  4  Bi^v,  33. 
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C^unity  of  shewing,  at  the  first  hearing,  that  the  proper  1844. 
f^arties  were  before  the  Court  In  that  respect  the 
^^der  has  been  eflTectual.  The  Court,  however,  will 
X^ot  direct  preliminary  enquiries,  unless  it  be  plain 
^liat  they  will  serve  some  useful  purpose,  nor  will  the 
^-eference  be  made  when  the  PlaintiSs  shew  no  right  to 
t^tiem. 

The  Plaintifis  in  the  present  case  claim  to  set  aside 
^  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  assignor  was  insolvent 
a.C  the  time  of  its  execution.  This  is  the  question  to  be 
litigated  between  the  assignees  and  the  persons  claiming 
under  the  settlement,  and  can  only  be  determined  when 
all  the  facts  are  in  evidence  before  the  Court.  The 
answer  wholly  denies  the  Plaintifis'  claim  ;  and  it  cannot 
be  known  until  the  hearing  whether  the  defence  is  suf- 
ficient to  rebut  the  Plaintiffs'  demand.  At  the  hearing 
An  enquiry  would  probably  be  asked,  if  the  Plaintiffs 
^hen  appeared  to  have  a  probable  ground  for  relief,  be- 
muse the  Plaintiffs  could  not  have  a  decree  against 
absent  persons ;  but  if  the  cause  were  before  the  Court 
^Pon  evidence,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  right  being  denied,  the 
evidence  appeared  satisfactory  against  the  claim,  the 
^^fendants  would  at  once  ask  that  the  bill  might  be 
^'^tnissed,  and  if  that  were  done,  the  enquiries  would 
^^f  n  out  perfectly  useless. 

The  Plaintiffs'  case  not  being  made  out,  and  there 
^^ng  a  direct  denial  by  the  Defendants  of  the  Plaintifis' 
'^'«,  the  enquiries  ought  not  to  be  directed,  though 
^^^y  may  hereafter  turn  out  to  be  necessary. 

^o  order  can  therefore  be  made  as  to  the  preliminary 

^'^^uiries,  for  with  the  denial  in  the  answer,  the  Plaintiffs 

^^e  not  shewn  such  an  interest  as  to  entitle  them  to 

the 


Belcher 

V. 

Whitmorb. 
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the  reference.     The  costs  nost  be  reserved   to  the 
hearing. 


See  Meinerizhageu  v.  lyavit,  10  Sinu  889.;  Lee  y.  Skawy  ib.  369. ; 
Logan  ▼.  Bttinei,  t6.  604.;  Wilion  v.  Applegarih,  ib,  657. 


April  \7. 


DALTON  V.  HAYTER. 


A  Plaintiff 
may  set  down 
a  demurrer 
for  argument, 
without  wait* 
ing  for  the 
Defendant  to 
enter  it  with 
the  Registrar. 

Whether, 
since  the 
Orders  of 
1841,  it  is 
necessary  for 
a  Defendant 
to  enter  a 
demurrer  with 
the  Registrar 
within  eieht 
days  at  all, 
qucere, 

A  Defend- 
ant neglected 
to  enter  his 
demurrer  with 
the  Registrar 
within  eight 
days,  the 
Court  refused 
to  overrule 
it  on  that 
ground. 


TN  this  case,  the  Defendant  filed  a  demurrer  to  the 
-'-  whole  bill  on  the  21st  of  March  1844.  The  De- 
fendant did  not  enter  the  same  with  the  Registrar  within 
eight  days,  and  the  Plaintiff  applied  to  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  ejc  parte^  for  an  order  disallowing  it  as  <^ 
course  under  Lord  ClarendorCs  order,  (a)  This  order 
is  as  follows  :  — 

<<  Every  demurrer  shall  express  the  several  causes  of 
demurrer,  and  shall  be  determined  in  open  Court ;  and 
such  pleas  also  as  are  grounded  upon  the  substance  and 
body  of  the  matter,  or  extend  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  shall  be  determined  in  open  Court,  and  for  thfft 
purpose  the  Defendant  is  to  enter  the  same  with  the 
registrar  within  eight  days  after  filing  thereoff  or  in  de- 
fault of  such  entry  made,  the  same  shall  be  disallowed 
of  course  as  put  in  for  delay ;  and  the  Plaintifi^  may  then 
take  out  process  to  enforce  the  Defendant  to  make  a 
better  answer,  and  pay  40^.  costs ;  and  the  same  shall 
not  afterwards  be  admitted  to  be  set  down  or  de- 
bated, 

(a)  Beamet'  Oni,  173.,  Sanders'  Ord.  298. 
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b»ted,  unless  opon  motion  it  shall  be  ordered  by  the        1844. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  declined  making  the  order  Hatter. 
at  present,  but  allowed  the  Plaintiff  **  to  set  the  de- 
murrer down  for  argument"  within  the  twelve  days 
allowed  by  the  Si-th  Order  of  August  1841.  (6)  This 
step  to  be,  however,  without  prejudice  to  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  insist  on  the  same  objection  when  the  demurrer 
was  called  on. 


The  demurrer,  having  been  regularly  set  down  by  the 
Plaintiff  accordingly,  now  came  on  for  argument,  when, 

Mr.  Wood  insisted  that  it  ought  to  be  overruled,  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  Defendant  to  enter  it 
with  the  Registrar.  He  argued  that  it  was  still  neces- 
sary for  a  Defendant  to  enter  a  demurrer  <<  with  the 
Registrar : "  that  a  Plaintiff  could  not  set  down  a  de- 
murrer ^'for  argument''  until  the  Defendant  had  so 
entered  it:  and  that  the  non-entry  by  a  Defendant 
would  render  it  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  comply 
with  the  exigency  of  the  34th  Order  of  August  ]  841,  and 
set  it  down  for  argument  within  the  twelve  days.  That 
the  Plaintiff  would  be  greatly  prejudiced  if  he  were  not 
allowed  the  benefit,  to  which,  according  to  the  strict 
practice  of  the  Court,  he  was  entitled. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Beavan,  contrd.     The  entry 
*'  with  the  Registrar  "  is  a  mere  useless  form,  and  is  so 
considered  by  the  officers  of  Court.     It  now  consists 
merely  of  paying  a  shilling  fee  (c),  and  in  no  way  ad- 
vances 
(a)  See  Jordan  ▼.  Sawkiru,  3  {b)  Ord.  Can.  174. 

B.  C.  C.  378. ;  BMH:k  v.  E<^-         (c)  Ord.  Can.  108. 
ion^  1  ^tfR.481.;  Heamv,  Way, 
6  Beav.  569. 


252  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1844.  vances  the  hearing  oF  the  demurrer,  which  depends  on 
the  order  to  s6t  it  down  <<  for  argument,"  which  may 
be  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff,  immediately  on  the  de- 
murrer being  filed,  and  without  waiting  until  it  has  been 
entered  with  the  Registrar. 

The  object  of  Lord  Clarendon's  order  was  this :  for- 
merly demurrers  were  referred  to  the  Master,  but  by 
Lord  Bacoris  (a)  and  Lord  Clarendon^s  (b)  orders,  they 
were  directed  to  be  determined  by  the  Court,  and  for  that 
purpose  a  duty  was  imposed  on  the  Defendant  to  enter 
them  with  the  Registrar.  Now  by  Lord  Cottefiham*s 
orders,  a  Plaintiff  is  bound  to  set  the  demurrer  down  for 
argument :  this  latter  order  has  therefore  superseded  the 
former  one,  and  the  practice  founded  on  it. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  very  much  at  a  loss  to  understand  the  object  for 
which  this  objection  is*  made.  Cases  have  occurred  in 
which  a  Defendant  seeing  an  objection  plainly  appearing 
on  the  bill,  has,  purposely,  allowed  the  Plaintiff  co  pro- 
ceed with  his  bill,  in  order  to  turn  him  round  on  that  very 
objection  at  the  hearing ;  whereas,  if  such  Defendant 
had  demurred,  the  Plaintiff,  by  submitting  and  amend- 
ing his  bill,  might  easily  have  removed  the  objection. 
I  have  seldom  heard  it  said,  that  it  is  for  the  benefit 
of  a  Plaintiff  to  prevent  the  hearing  of  a  demurrer, 
for  if  the  bill  is  defective,  it  is  greatly  to  the  advantage 
of  a  Plaintiff  to  have  the  objection  pointed  out  to  him, 
if  it  be  fatal  it  will  save  all  further  expense,  and  if  it 
can  be  cured,  the  Plaintiff  has  an  opportunity  of  re- 
moving the  defect  by  amendment. 

This 

(«)    Beamet*    Ord»  28.,    and  (A)  Beames^  Or/Z^rx,  173.,  nnd 

Sanders*  Orders^  115.  Sanders'  Orders^  298. 
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This  demurrer  was  filed  on  the  2lst  o£  March,  and        1844. 

bv'    Lord  CoitenJianCs  Order,  it  became  incumbent  on       ^^^^^^^ 
.    .  .  .  Dalton 

th^  Plaintiff  to  set  it  down  for  argument  within  twelve  v, 

da.ys.  It  is  said  that  the  Plaintiff  was  desirous  of  set-  "^^^bb. 
tin^  it  down  at  once,  but  was  prevented,  because  the 
preliminary  step  of  entering  it  had  not  been  taken  by  the 
Ooffindant:  that  the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  compelled 
to  y^vRlt  till  the  end  of  the  eight  days,  and  the  Defend- 
ant not  having  entered  the  demurrer  with  the  Registrar, 
the  Plaintiff  is  entided  to  have  it  overruled.  When  an 
application  was  made  to  me  on  a  former  occasion,  I 
^lirected  the  objection  to  stand  over,  and  gave  leave  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  set  down  the  demurrer  for  argument, 
'Without  prejudice  to  bis  right  to  insist  on  his  objection. 

^^^e  are  now  in  this  situation  :  —  the  Defendant,  al- 
^^S^ng  that  he  has  cause  of  demurrer,  is  desirous  of 
submitting  it  to  the  Court  to-day.  The  Plaintiff  says, 
^^»  I  will  take  advantage  of  non-entry,  and  the  demurrer 
''^^t  be  overruled.  Suppose  all  this  were  done,  the 
O^fendant  would  still  be  allowed  to  make  a  special  ap- 
plication to  be  relieved,  and  to  have  the  demurrer  heard, 
"^w,  therefore,  any  advantage  can  arise  by  refusing  to 
"^ar  the  demurrer  now,  I  cannot  make  out. 

It  is  said  that  this  course  is  warranted  by  the  strict 

P^^^ctice.     Now,  as  to  the  practice,   it  is   plain,   that 

J~^J^e  demurrers  were,  in  ancient  times,  referred  to  the 

^^^ister.    Lord  BacorCs  Order  was  made  to  prevent  it, 

^^  ^  directs  that  no  reference  upon  a  demurrer  shall  be 

™^^e  to  the  Masters,  but  that  it  shall  be  heard  in  Court. 

^^r  that  purpose  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  be  set 

^^^m,  but  no  provision  for  setting  it  down  was  made  by 

^■^^rd  BacorCs  Order;  and  the  hearing,  therefore,  of  the 

^^murrer  might  be  indefinitely  delayed.    To  meet  this, 

Vol.  VII.  S  the 


Haytbb« 
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1 844.  the  Order  of  Lord  Caoentry  was  made  (a),  which  evidently 
^LTON  proceeded  on  the  supposition,  that  the  entry  was  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  it  down  to  be  heard  by  the  Court ; 
for  the  Registrar,  at  the  instance  of  the  party  demurring^ 
was  to  ^^  put  it  into  the  paper  of  causes  after  the  hear- 
ings, assigning  a  speedy  day  to  every  one  in  order/' 

This  Order  was  varied  by  Lord  Clarendoris  Order, 
directing  demurrers  to  be  determined  in  open  Court, 
<'  and  for  that  purpose  the  Defendant  was  to  enter  the 
same  with  the  Registrar  within  eight  days  after  the 
filing.''  It  was  to  be  entered  with  the  Registrar,  for  the 
purpose^  no  doubt,  of  being  set  down  to  be  beard  by 
'  the  Court  It  is  clear,  however,  from  the  subsequent 
practice,  that  the  entering  and  setting  down  was  not, 
afterwards,  considered  the  same  thing,  for  after  entry 
with  the  Registrar,  another  application  was  necessary  to 
have  it  set  down  to  be  heard  on  the  next  day  for  hearing 
demurrers,  (b)  The  rule  was,  that  after  a  demurrer  had 
been  once  entered  with  the  Registrar,  either  party  might 
make  application  to  have  it  set  down  to  be  heard  in 
Court  (c),  so  that  the  preliminary  duty  of  entering  it 
witli  the  Registrar  was  to  enable  either  party  to  have 
the  demurrer  heard  in  Court,  and  such  was  the  in- 
variable practice  of  the  Court  until  the  new  Orders  of 
1841. 

The  34th  Order  imposes  on  the  Plaintiff  the  necessity 
of  setting  down  the  demurrer  for  argument,  within  twelve 
days  from  the  time  allowed  for  filing  the  demurrer;  not 
from  the  time  of  filing  the  demurrer  or  of  the  Defend- 

ant's 

(a)  Sanders^  Ord.  180.  (c)  1  Tumer*s  Prae.  815. 

(b)  See  the  form  of  the  order, 
i  Turner's  Prac.  278.;  S  New 
land's  Prac.  532. 


Note.  —  By  the  XLIV.  General  Order  of  the  8th  of  May  1845, 
pleas  and  demurrers  need  not  be  entered  with  the  Registrar. 
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ant's  entering  it  ivitb  the  Registrar,  but  from  the  time  1844. 
allowed  for  filing  a  demurrer.  The  question  is,  whether 
after  this  Order,  when  the  Court  has  imposed  on  the 
Plaintiff  the  penalty  of  having  the  demurrer  to  the  bill 
allowed,  unless  he  does  a  certain  act  within  twelve  days 
from  a  time  described,  you  are  to  shift  that  period,  and 
say  that  the  Plaintiff  shall  not  have  twelve  days  from  the 
tiaie  allowed  for  filing  a  demurrer,  but  from  the  time  of 
the  Defendant's  entering  it  with  the  Registrar.  I  was 
desirous  of  knowing  what  had  been  the  practice  since 
these  Orders  came  into  operation,  and  I  have  been  in- 
formed that  demurrers  have  constantly  been  set  down 
for  argument  here,  without  any  regard  to  the  entry. 
When  the  demurrer  has  been  set  down  elsewhere,  the 
practice  may  have  been  otherwise. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  say  that  the  entry  is  necessary  to 
enable  the  Plaintiff  to  do  that  act  in  default  of  which 
the  demurrer  is  to  be  allowed,  or  that  his  compliance 
with  the  d4th  Order  is  to  depend  on  any  act  of  the 
Defendant  I  have  some  doubt,  whether,  since  Lord 
OdienhavC^  Order,  Lord  Clarendon^s  Order  is  applic- 
able, and  whether  any  entry  is  now  necessary;  but,  with- 
out determining  that  point,  I  must  say  that  even  if  there 
had  been  an  irregularity,  I  should,  under  the  circum- 
stances, give  leave  to  the  Defendant  to  correct  it.  It  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  himself  that  the  matter 
of  the  demurrer  should  be  decided. 
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1843. 


Nov,  10. 
Dec.  11. 

Where,  at  the 
hearing,  a 
cause  stands 
over,  with 
liberty  to 
amend,  and 
the  bill  is 
amended  ac- 
cordingly,  a 
new  subfima 
to  hear  judg- 
ment must  be 
served. 


DAVIS  V.  PROUT. 

npHIS  cause  came  on  upon  the   10th  of  November 
-■-      1843;  on  which  occasion,  the  Defendant   Praui 
did  not  appear,  but  a  proper  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
subpoena  to  hear  judgment  was  produced. 

The  other  Defendants  who  appeared  having  objected 
to  the  frame  of  the  record,  the  cause  was  ordered  to 
stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend. 

The  bill  was  accordingly  amended,  and  the  cause 
again  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  1 1th  of  December^  but 
no  new  subpoena  to  hear  judgment  had  been  served. 

The  Registrar  observed  that  the  cause  could  not 
proceed,  there  being  no  proof  of  service  on  Protd  of  a 
new  stibpoena  to  hear  judgment. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  objection 
valid,  observing  that  if  the  other  Defendants  had  not 
voluntarily  appeared,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  ob- 
tained a  decree  against  them,  upon  proof  of  the  service 
of  the  former  subpoena  to  hear  judgment. 
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184S. 

PRINGLE  V.  CROOKES.  jr,^^,  p.  23. 

^T^HE  Defendant  Q'ooles  and  his  partner  Todd  were  A  Defendant 
^     the  agents  and   consignees  in  England  of  the  Ji^^ns^to^t^ 

t;£statori  Bobert  Marshall  o{  Jamaica.  Master's  re- 

port, and  also 
presented  a 

By  his  will  Bobert  Marshall  directed  his  executors  in  Petition  of 
^  ^  ^  rehearing,  ob- 

Jkmaica  to  sell  his  real  and  personal  estate  in  Jamaica^  jecting  to  the 

and  remit  the  proceeds  to  Great  Britain^  to  his  exe-  ^re^^on  the 
cutors  there ;  and  he  appointed  Todd  and  the  Plainti£F  ground  of 

_^^  want  of 

Pringle  his  executors  m  England.     After  the  testator's  parties,  and 

death,  his  executors  in  Jamaica  made  their  remittances  ®1?^.  ^®  *.  P**^ 

of  that  de- 
to  JSngland  (including  therein  the  proceeds  of  the  real  cree.    The 

estate  in  Jamaica),  to  the  house  of  Todd  and  Crookes,  in-  ^nj^U^e'^n 

tending  them  for  the  executors  in  England,  viz.  for  Todd  came  on 

(wlio  was  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  Todd  and  Co.)  and  h||^  that  the 

the  PlaintiflF  Pnwgfc  Defendant 

was  entitled 
to  begin. 
This  bill  was  filed  after  the  death  of  Todd  by  Pringle^  ,.  A  testator 
4U  .  .       ^     ,.  ,  f  .       ^      .       directed  his 

uie  survivuig  English  executor,  to  have,  as  against  Crookes  real  estate  to 

the  survivinff  partner,  and  against  the  executor  of  Todd  ^.®  ^^^^  ^y  **'* 
-  D  r  »  o  ^  Jamaica  exo- 

the  deceased  partner,  an  account  of  the  receipts  and  pay-  cutors,  and 
nients  of  Todd  and  Co.  as  such  agents  and  consignees.  reniftted*to%. 

^e  heir  at  law  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  ""^^  -^'j  his 

_,        Etiglith  exe- 
Ane  cutors.    B. 
and  C,  were 
tne  Consignees  and  agents  of  the  testator,  and  of  his  executors.    The  assets,  includ- 
^"S  2255A,  part  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  were  remitted  from  Jamaica  to  B. 
^■Ad  c.  on  account  of  tne  executors  in  England,  and  the  amount  was  entered  to  the 
credit  of  the  estate  of  the  testator.    After  the  death  of  B,,  A,  instituted  a  suit  for  an 
account  of  the  receipts  of  B.  and  C,  on  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
^ince  his  death,  but  the  heir  at  law  was  not  made  a  party.    The  bill  specified  the 
Item  of  2253/.,  which  the  answer  stated  to  be  the  produce  of  the  real  estate.    The 
<>ccree  directed  an  account  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  in  the  bill  mentioned, 
and  of  the  receipts  of  B,  and  C.  on  account  of  the  testator's  perstmal  estate  since  his 
J^th,  and  the  if  aster,  in  taking  the  accounts,  charged  C,  with  the  2255/.    The  De- 
fendant C.  obtained  a  rehearing  of  the  cause,  and  excepted  to  the  report,  and  con- 
tended, either  that  the  decree  was  wrong  in  authorizing  an  account  of  the  real  estate 
in  the  absence  of  the  heir,  or  that  the  Master  had  been  wrong  in  including  this  item ; 
but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection. 

S  3 
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1843.  The  bill,  in  praying  an  account  of  the  receipts  of 

^!^*V^^      Todd  and  Co.  after  the  testator's  death,  asked  only  for 

V.  an  account  of  all  sums  of  money  receiyed  by  them  on 

Crookbs.     account  of  his  personal  estate  subsequently  to  his  death. 

The  bill,  however,  specifically  stated  several  sums  as 

having  been  received  by   Todd  and  Co.,  during  their 

agency  from  the  executors,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 

the  sum  of  2253/.  ^s.  lOd.     The  bill  did  not  state  that 

these  sums  were  parts  of  the  purchase  money  arising 

from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate ;  but  it  dbtinctly  appeared 

from  the  answer  that  they  were  received  on  aooount  of 

such  purchase  money. 

By  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the  Master 
was  directed  to  take  an  account  of  all  and  singular  the 
dealings  and  transactions  in  the  bill  mentioned  between 
Todd  and  Co.  and  Bobert  Marshall  deceased,  and  of  all 
sums  of  money  received  by  them  on  his  account  in  his 
lifetime,  and  of  all  and  singular  the  said  dealings  and 
transactions  with  them,  and  of  all  sums  of  money  received 
by  them,  on  account  of  his  personal  estate^  since  his  de- 
cease. 

The  Master,  in  his  report,  stated  the  nature  of  the 
account,  and  that  it  continued  to  be  an  account  cur- 
rent up  to  the  death  of  Todd;  and  that  the  several 
sums,  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  2253/.  45.  10£ 
were  received  by  Todd  and  Co.,  and  were  entered  to 
the  credit  of  the  estate  of  Robert  Marshall  in  the  same 
account  current,  and  were  payments  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  for  the  Ridge  estate. 

Before  the  Master's  report  hai^  been  made^  the  De* 
fendant  Crookesj  having  ascertained  that  the  Master  in 
tended  to  charge  him  with  the  purchase  money  which 
Todd  and  Co.  had  received  and  entered  to  the  credit  of 
Robert  Marshall's  estate,  presented  a  petition  of  re- 
hearing, 
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hearingi  alleging  that  he  was  aggrieved  by  the  decree, 
and  he  submitted  that  the  cause  ought  to  have  been 
ordered  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties  thereto  (meaning  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator),  or  that  the  accounts,  by  the 
decree  directed  to  be  taken,  of  the  dealings  and  trans- 
actions with  Todd  and  Co.  since  Robert  MarshalTs  de- 
cease, and  the  payments  consequential  thereon,  ought 
to  have  been  confined  to  the  personal  estate  and  effects 
o{  Bobert  Marshall. 


989 


PRnCGLB 
V. 

CaooKSf. 


Ailer  the  report  had  been  made,  the  Defendant 
Crookes  filed  several  exceptions  thereto,  and  thereby, 
amongst  other  things,  insisted,  that  the  Master  ought 
not  to  have  brought  the  several  sums,  amounting  to 
2253/.  45.  10^.  into  account,  for  that  the  payments 
were  not  made  on  account  of  Robert  MarshalTs  personal 
estate,  but  on  account  of  his  real  estate,  and  the  decree 
did  not  authorize  any  account  thereof  to  be  taken. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  rehearing  and  on  the 
exceptions. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  for  the  Defendant  CrookeSf 
mAEomed  the  right  to  begin. 

Mr.  Kindersleyy  contra,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendant  Crookes  has  the  right  of  reply  on  his 
exceptions :  he  therefore  is  entitled  to  begin  on  the  ex- 
ceptions. 

As  to  the  rehearing,  the  objection  to  the  decree  is 
either  one  of  want  of  parties  or  to  a  pa>t  only  of  the 
decree.  In  either  case  the  Defendant  will  be  entitled 
to  reply.     The  Defendant  must  therefore  begin. 

S  4  Mr. 
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184S.  Mr.  Pet)iberi(m  Leigh  and  Mr.  Montagu  for  the  De^ 

^^l'^     fendant,  then  contended,  that  either  the  decree  or  the 

V.  Master's  fii^ding  must  be  erroneous/  for  if  the  decree 

RooKEs.      tvarranted  the  accounts  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate, 

then  it  was  wrong,  being  made  in  the  absence  of  the 

heir  at  law ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  if  it  did  not 

warrant  such  account,  then  that  the  JVfaster  was  wrong 

in  including  the  2^537.  4^.  lOd.  in  his  report. 

Mr.  Kinderslei/j  Mr.  G.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Parry^  for 
the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  decree  did  not  direct  any 
account  of  the  real  estate.  That  the  bill  was  not  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate,  but  one  for  an  account 
by  a  principal  against  his  agent,  and  that  it  mattered 
not  from  what  source  the  receipts  of  the  agent  on  ac* 
count  of  his  principal  had  been  derived. 


Dec,  22.  Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls* 

I  have  read  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  bill  neither  required,  nor  in  any  way 
entitled  the  Plaintiff  to  a  decree  for  the  administration 
of  the  estate  of  the  testator  Robeit  Marshall^  received 
by  the  Defendant 'Crot^X^es  and  his  deceased  partner 
T/iomas  Todd. 

The  bill  is  not  expressed  with  the  clearness  and  pre- 
cision which  might  have  been  wished,  but  To^^and  Co, 
having  been  the  agents  and  consignees  of  the  testator 
in  his  lifetime,  and  of  his  trustees  and  executors  after 
his  death,  the  object  of  the  bill  was,  to  have,  as  against 
Crookes  the  surviving  partner  and  against  Todd  the  exe- 
cutor of  the  deceased  partner,  an  account  of  the  receipts 
and  payments  of  Todd  and  Co.,  as  such  agents  and 
consignees. 

If 
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If  there  bad  been  greater  doubt  than  there  is  upon 
the  bill,  such  doubt  would  have  been  removed  by  the 
answer  of  Mr.  Crookes  and  the  first  schedule  thereto, 
which,  with  great  clearness  and  propriety,  set  forth  the 
nature  of  the  transactions  and  accounts  between  Todd 
and  Co.,  as  the  agents  of  Marshall  in  his  lifetime,  and 
of  his  Jamaica  executors  after  his  death. 


1643. 


Pringlr 
Crook  Ks. 


It  appears,  that  the  executors  in  Jamaica^  not  only 
made  to  Todd  and  Co.  consignments  on  account  of  the 
crops  and  produce  of  the  estate,  but  also  remittances 
on  account  of  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale  of  the 
estates,  under  the  direction  of  the  testator's  will.  The 
bill,  for  some  reason  which  has  not  been  explained,  in 
praying  an  account  of  the  receipts  of  Todd  and  Co. 
after  the  testator's  death,  asks  only  for  an  account  of  all 
sums  of  money  received  by  them  on  account  of  his  pcr^ 
tonal  estate  subsequently  to  his  death.  The  bill,  how- 
ever, specifically  states  several  sums  as  having  been 
received  by  2odd  and  Co.,  during  their  agency,  from 
the  executors,  and  the  sums  specifically  stated  amount, 
in  the  whole,  to  the  sum  of  2253/.  45.  lOd.  The  bill 
does  not  state  that  these  sums  were  parts  of  the  pur- 
chase money  arising  from  the  s^le  of  tlie  real  estate ; 
but  it  distinctly  appears  from  the  answer,  that  they 
were  received  on  account  of  such  purchase  money. 
There  was  no  amendment,  either  of  the  statements  or 
of  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  on  that  account;  and  the 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  conformity  with 
the  prayer  of  the  bill,  directs  the  Master  to  take  an 
account  of  all  and  singular  the  dealings  and  transac- 
tions in  the  bill  mentioned  between  Todd  and  Co.  and 
Bobert  Marshall  deceased,  and  of  all  sums  of  money 
received  by  them  on  his  account  in  his  lifetime,  and  of 
all  and  singular  the  said  dealings  and  transactions  with 

them, 
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]  84S.        them,  and  of  all  sums  of  money  received  by  them  on 
^^JT"^^'^'^^     account  of  his  personal  estate  since  his  decease. 

V. 

Crookes.  'pjjg  Master,  in  his  report,  stated  the  nature  of  the 
account,  and  that  it  continued  to  be  an  account  current 
'  up  to  the  death  of  Thomas  Todd,  and  that  the  several 
sums  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  2258/.  4f.  lOd, 
were  received  by  Todd  and  Co.,  and  were  entered  to  the 
credit  of  the  estate  of  Robert  Marshall  in  the  same 
account  current,  and  were  payments  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  for  the  Ridge  estate. 

Before  the  Master's  report  was  made,  the  Defendant 
Crookes,  having  ascertained  that  the  Master  intended  to 
charge  him  with  the  purchase  money  which  Todd^aA  Co. 
had  received  and  entered  to  the  credit  of  Robert  Mar^ 
shalFs  estate,  presented  a  petition  of  rehearing,  alleging 
that  he  was  aggrieved  by  the  decree,  and  submitted  that 
the  cause  ought  to  have  been  ordered  to  stand  over, 
with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  by  adding 
parties  thereto,  or  that  the  accounts,  by  the  decree  di<> 
rected  to  be  taken,  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  with 
Todd  and  Co.  since  Robert  Marshall's  decease,  and  the 
payments  consequential  thereon,  ought  to  have  been 
confined  to  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  Robert 
Marshall. 

After  the  report  was  made,  the  Defendant  Crookes  filed 
several  exceptions  thereto,  and  thereby,  amongst  other 
things,  insisted  that  the  Master  ought  not  to  have  brought 
the  several  sums  amounting  to  225$L  45.  lOd.  into 
account,  for  that  the  payments  were  not  made  on  ac- 
count of  RoheH  MarshalPs  personal  estate,  but  on  ac- 
count of  his  real  estate,  and  the  decree  did  not  authorize 
any  account  thereof  to  be  taken. 

The 
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The  petition  of  rehearing  and  the  exceptions  are  184S. 
brought  on  together,  and  the  Defendant  Cro6kt$  puts  his 
cas^  as  to  the  2258/.  45.  10^,  thus:  —  he  sajrs  the 
decree  either  directs  the  account  of  these  purchase 
monies  to  be  taken,  or  it  does  not ;  that  if  it  does,  the 
decree  is  erroneous,  and  he  desires  to  have  it  varied  on 
a  rehearing,  and  if  he  can  obtain  a  rehearing,  he  sub- 
mits to  have  the  exceptions  overruled.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  alleges,  that  if  the  decree  does  not  authorize 
an  account  of  these  purchase  monies  to  be  taken,  the 
report  is  erroneous,  and  he  claims  the  benefit  of  his 
exceptions,  and  submits  to  have  the  petition  of  rehear- 
ing dismissed. 

It  appears,  that  the  testator  Robert  Manhallj  by  his 
will,  directed  his  executors  in  Jamaica^  to  sell  his  real 
and  personal  estate  in  Jamaica^  and  remit  the  proceeds 
to  Great  Britain^  to  his  executors  there,  and  by  the  ac- 
counts it  appears,  that  the  executors  in  Jamaica  made 
their  remittances  to  England^  including  the  proceeds  of 
the  real  estate  in  Jamaica,  to  the  house  of  Todd  and  Co., 
who  had  been  the  consignees  and  correspondents  of 
the  testator,  in  his  lifetime.  The  remittances  being 
made  by  the  executors  mjamaica,  were  intended  for 
the  executors  in  England  ;  and  it  appears  from  the  will, 
as  well  as  from  the  nature  of  the  transactions  between 
the  parties,  that  the  consignees  and  correspondents  in 
England^  by  whom  the  remittances  were  received,  were, 
and  considered  themselves  to  be,  accountable  to  the 
executors  in  England,  one  of  whom  was  a  partner  in 
the  firm  of  Todd  and  Co.,  and  the  other  is  the  Plaintiff* 
m  this  cause. 

I  do  not  now  understand  why  the  word  personal 
estate  was  introduced  into  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and 
into  the  decree.     It  could  not  have  been  intended  by 

the 
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1813.        the   Plaintiff  to  exclude  from  the  accounts  the  very 
jjj^^^^     sums  of  which  the  receipt  was  charged  by  the  bill;  and 
V.  if  there  had  been  any  doubt  as  to  these  sums  being 

intended,  by  the  decree,  to  be  included  in  the  account, 
it  might  perhaps  have  been  proper  to  vary  the  decree^ 
by  removing  such  doubt,  and  directing  that  the  sums  spe- 
cifically mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  which  by  the  answer 
appear  to  have  been  proceeds  of  real  estate,  should  be 
inclined  in  the  account ;  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  no 
such  variation  as  is  asked  by  the  petition  of  rehearing 
ought  to  be  made.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  any 
additional  parties  are  required,  or  that  the  sums  in  ques- 
tion ought  to  be  excluded  from  the  account.  For  these 
reasons,  I  think  that  the  petition  of  rehearing  must  be 
dismissed,  and,  for  the  like  reasons,  I  think  that  the 
exceptions,  if  they  are  all  grounded  upon  the  objection 
that  the  sums  amounting  to  2253L  4^.  lO^f.  are  brought 
into  the  account,  must  be  overruled. 


1844  TROTTER  V.  WALMESLEY. 

Jan.  25. 

The  prelimi-  IVT^*  TURNER  and  Mr.  Jervis  moved  for  a  refer- 
nary  accounu  IvX  ^^^  ^  ^^^  Master  to  make  certain  preliminary 
tator'g  estate,    enquiries   under  the   5th   Order  of  the   9th  of  May 

behig'dtrected  ^®^^-  (^)  ^'  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  Master  should  ascer- 
upon  motion,  tain  the  children  of  the  testator,  and,  if  found  to  be 
that  the  ere-     parties  to  the  suit,  then  that  he  should  proceed  to  tak^ 

ditors  who        ^jjg  accounts  and  advertise  for  creditors.  They  proposed 

should  not  ,         ,  ,        ,       ,  ,  .  i.        .         ,         , 

come  in  that  the  order  should  contam  a  direction  that  the  cre- 

exchided^he     ^'^^''^  ^'^^  should  not  come  in  should  be  excluded  from 

benefit  of  the    the  benefit  of  the  order. 

order.  ^^^ 

(«)  Ord.  Can.  156. 


Walmbslby. 
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Mr.  Cooke^  contra^    argued  that  the  latter   clause        1844. 
ought  to  be  omitted.     In  Hornby  v.  Hunter  {a)  it  was     ^^J^^'^'^ 
decided,  that  though  an  enquiry  as  to  debts  had  been  v. 

made  before  decree,  yet  the  decree  at  the  original  hear- 
ing must  nevertheless  direct  an  account  of  debts ;  and 
in  Teagtte  v.  Richards  {b\  although  an  order  for  pre- 
liminary accounts  and  enquiries  had  been  obtained  in  a 
suit  for  administering  a  testator's  estate,  yet  the  Court 
would  not,  on  that  account,  restrain  a  creditor  from 
suing  the  executors  at  law. 

Mr.  Turner  J  in  reply,  said  that  Hornby  v.  Hunter  did 
Tiot  apply,  it  being  a  case  before  the  new  orders. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Teague  v.  BicJiards  merely  shews  that  preliminary  en- 
quiries were  not,  as  against  a  creditor  desirous  of  pro- 
acceding  at  law,  considered  to  be  of  the  same  authority 
MIS  a  decree. 

By  inserting  the  clause  in  question  there  will  be  this 
"Advantage,  that  if  the  accounts  are   properly   taken, 
4Ein  order  for  payment  of  the  debts  may  be  made  at 
once  by  the  original  decree. 


It  was  accordingly  ordered,  in  the  event  of  the  proper 
parties  being  before  the  Court,  that  the  Master  should 
cause  advertisements  for  the  creditors  of  the  testator  to 
come  in  and  prove  their  debts,  and  he  was  to  fix  a 
peremptory  day  for  that  purpose ;  and  it  was  ordered 
<^  that  such  of  the  said  creditors  as  should  not  come  in 
and  prove  their  debts  by  the  day  so  to  be  limited,  were 
to  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  this  order."  (c) 

(a)  1  Rutt^  97.  (c)  Reg.  Lib.  184?,  B.  foL  597. 

(6)  11  Am.  46. 


266 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1844. 


April  15. 
JtUy  3. 

A  Defend- 
ant filed  a 
plea,  but  the 
Plaintiff 
neither  set  it 
down,  nor 
took  any 
steps  for 
three  terms. 
The  bill  was, 
on  motion, 
dismissed 
with  costs. 


ROBERTS  V.  JONE& 

rpHE  Defendant,  on  the  2Sd  of  September  1843,  filed 
'*'    a  plea  to  the  whole  bill,  but  the  PlaintiflT  did  not 
set  it  down  within  three  weeks,  nor  did  he,  in  fact,  ever 
set  it  down. 

On  the  21st  of  Jantiartf  1844,  the  Defendant  moved 
exparte^  that  the  Plaintiff  might  pay  the  costs  of  the 
plea  and  of  the  suit ;  but  the  Court  then  thought,  that 
the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  notice  of  the  motion,  and 
have  an  opportunity  of  undertaking  to  reply,  (a) 


On  the  15th  of  April  1844,  no  step  having  been  taken 
by  the  Plaintiff, 

Mr.  Simons^  for  the  Defendant,  moved  that  the  Plain- 
tiff's bill  might  be  dismissed,  the  Plaintiff  having  sub- 
mitted to  the  plea.  He  referred  to  the  S5th  Order  of 
the  26th  of  August  1841  (d),  by  which  it  is  ordered, 
*^That  where  the  Defendant  shall  file  a  plea  to  the 
whole  or  part  of  a  bill,  the  plea  shall  be  held  good,  to 
the  same  extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  a  plea 
allowed  upon  argument,  unless  the  Plaintiff  shall,  within 
three  weeks  from  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for 
filing  such  plea,  cause  the  same  to  be  set  down  for  argu- 
ment, and  the  Plaintiff  shall  be  held  to  have  submitted 
thereto." 

The 


(a)  7  Beavan,  57. 


{b)  Ord,  Can.  175. 
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The  Plaintiff  not  appearing,  the  order  was  made.  IS^l*. 

The  llegistrar  declined  drawing  up  the  order  for  dis- 
iDissal,  on  the  ground  that  it  could  not  be  done  until 
the  expiration  of  three  terms  from  the  time  of  filing 
the  plea. 


On  the  Sd  of  Jufyj  1844,  three  terms  having  expired, 

Mr.  Simons  moved  that  the  bill  might  stand  dismissed 
with  costs. 

The  Plaintiff  not  appearing, 

77ie  Master  of  ike  Rolls  made  the  order. 


Note. — See  DamePs  Orders^  p.  76. 


MATHER  t;..SHELMERDINE.  Jan.u. 

f¥lHE  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  obtained,  in  Naoember  Pauper  order 

-*•    1849,  an  order  to  sue  mformdpaupmSi  on  the  usual  the^ptJtfcular 

aflSdavit  that  he  was  not  worth  5/.,  his  wearing  apparel  circumsunces, 

and  the  subject  matter  of  this  suit  excepted.  shew  that  the 

PlaintiflTwas 
not  a  pauper^ 
Mr.  FcUett  now  moved  to  dispauper  the  Plaintiff,  not  being 

upon  affidavits  which   shewed   that  the   Plaintiff  had  J^gd!^^^ 

been  for  two  years  and  was  now  carrying  on  the  trade 

of 
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1844.  of  coach  builder  at  Manchester^  employing  journey- 
men under  him ;  and  that  he  was  <*  now  possessed  oF  a 
carriage,  trade  implements,  furniture,  and  other  goods 
worth  20/.  and  upwards.*' 

The  Plaintifi^  in  reply,  swore,  that  he  had  **been 
out  of  a  situation  for  some  time  past,  and  was  unable 
to  earn  sufficient  to  support  himself  and  family,  and 
would  be  glad  to  obtain  iL  or  4/.  for  all  the  furniture 
and  working  tools  in  his  possession."  He  repeated 
'^  that  he  was  not  worth  more  than  BU  over  and  above 
his  wearing  apparel." 

There  were  other  affidavits,  shewing,  but  in  general 
terms,  the  great  poverty  and  destitution  of  the  Plaintiff. 

It  appeared  from  affidavits  in  reply  that,  in  Jidy  1842, 
he  had  received  44/.  as  a  legacy. 

Mr.  WiUcocJcj  contrd. 

See  Bomilly  v.  Grint  {a\  and  Boddiiigton  v.    Wood- 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ,^. 

I  must  discharge  the  order,  and  I  proceed,  on  the 
omission  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  answer  the  affidavit  in  stfj^ 
port  of  the  motion.  The  affidavits  of  the  Plain tiff'iiM' 
no  answer  at  all  to  what  is  stated  by  the  DefendatitHY 
and  I  should  act  contrary  to  the  established  rales  dftHe' 
Court  if  I  permitted  the  Plaintiff  to  contiHtitt  td^sub^W 
a  pauper. 


(a)  2  Beav.  18G.  {b)  5  Beav.  5SS, 
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It  is  not  because  a  man  is  poor  that  he  is  to  be  re-        1844'. 

Iie?ed  from  all  the  costs,  but  he  must  be  poor  to  the     "^JT^^^^"^^ 

extent  and  in  the  real  sense  of  the  affidavit.  v. 

Shblmfb* 

DINE. 

Discharge  the  order  with  costs. 


AiBrmed  SSd  Afa^  1844  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


KERR  V.  GILLESPIE,  (a) 


Jim.  18. 


*X^HIS  bill  was  filed  in  December  1842,  by  two  in-  When,  at  the 

"*•    fants,  by  Mrs.  Farley^  their  grandmother,  as  their  ^'™®  ^f    |^.^ 

Yiext  friend.  bill,  the  Plain- 

tiff has 
changed  his 
The  infants  and  their   next  friend  were  originally  residence,  it 

^resident  in  Canada ;  but  came  to  this  country  in  order  to  stated  by 

prosecute  this  suit     They  were  properly  described  in  amendment; 

'^he  original  bill,   as   resident  at  St.  MichaePs  Place^  bedonenot- 

.JBrompion.    The  Defendant  having  put  in  his  answer,  JJ^^^^^^h^^ 

*^he  bill  was  amended  on  the  £2nd  of  November  184S,  subsequent 

\xat  no  alteration  was  made  in  the  address  of  the  Plain-  pj^pg^'^gu^^^ 

%iflb  and  their  next  friend.  of  supplement 

and  not  of 
amendment. 
It  was  now  moved,  on  the  behalf  of  the  Defendant,      Pending  the 
_,  rf..i.|.  '      r  1       '"^t,  the  infant 

Xjomt  the  next  mend  might  give  security  for  costs,  on  the  piaintiffk  and 

liToand  that  the  amended  bill  contained  a  misdescription  then*  n^^^ 
'^  ^  friend  went 

of  the  present  residence  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of  their  next  abroad,  and 
friend ;  they  being,  now  and  at  the  time  of  the  filing  "JJ!J,"  nj*" 

of  amendment 
(«)  E*  reUUume.  the  fact  way 

not  noticed.^ 
Amotion  for  tetany  for  costs  was  refused,  there  being  no  wilful  intention  to  mis- 
laid, the  reudeoce  abriMul  not  being  permanent,  and  no  danger  of  losing  the  cosu 
being  tnggeited. 

Vol.  VII.  T 
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1844.  of  the  amended  bill,  resident  abroad.  It  appeared 
that  in  January  18439  the  infants  and  their  next  friend 
removed  from  Brampton  to  Kenningiofi^  and  that  in  Jime 
1843,  the  infants  went  to  Boulogne  for  the  purpose  of 
education,  where  they  had  since  remained.  The  next 
friend  also  went  "  temporarily  "  to  Boulogne^  for  the  pur- 
pose of  occasionally  seeing  her  grandchildren,  and  was 
staying  there  with  her  daughter,  in  lodgings  at  an  Hotel. 

Mr.  Gordon^  in  support  of  the  motion,  argued,  that 
as  the  next  friend  had  thought  fit  to  misdescribe  the 
residence  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of  herself  in  the  amended 
bill,  and  to  live  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  she  ought  to 
give  security  for  costs.  Sandys  v.  Long  (a),  Simpson  v. 
Burton,  (b) 

Mr.  Rogers,  contrh.  The  address  of  the  Plaintifis  and 
their  next  friend  was  perfectly  correct  in  the  original 
bill.  It  was  unnecessary,  and  would  have  been  im- 
proper to  have  inserted,  by  amendment,  a  fact  which 
took  place  after  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  which 
was  therefore  properly  supplemental. 

The  parties  are  resident  abroad  only  for  a  temporary 
purpose ;  there  has  been  no  intention  of  misleading  the 
Defendant,  and  it  is  not  sworn  that  any  danger  is  ap- 
prehended of  losing  the  costs.  The  Defendant  has  also, 
by  acquiescence,  waved  any  irregularity. 

Mr.  Gordon,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  description  of  the  residence  was  correct  at  the 

time 

(a)  2  MtfL  ^  K.  487.  v.    Hutchhuon,  2   Myf.   4-    JT.' 

(b)  1  Beav,  556  ,  and  see  Wray      235. 
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time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  became  inaccurate  by         1844. 

the  subsequent  change  of  residence.     Though  by  the 

rules  of  pleading  you  ought  not  to  insert  in  an  amended 

bill  allegations  of  facts  which  have  occurred  subsequent 

to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  yet  that  rule  does  not  appear 

to  me  to  apply  to   the  description  of  the  residence  of 

the  Plaintiff,  and  I  think  that  the  Plaintiffs  ought,  by  the 

amended  bill,  to  have  stated   the   actual   residence  of 

themselves  and  their  next  friend :  however,  the  continuing 

the  old  address  was  an  error  which  they  might  easily 

have  fallen  into. 

There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  wilful  inten- 
tion to  mislead;  and  though  the  next  friend  is  now 
resident  abroad,  it  appears  that  it  is  her  intention  to  re* 
turn,  though  the  affidavit  is  somewhat  vague  as  to  the  time 
when.  There  is  no  suggestion  that  the  Defendant  ap- 
prehends that  there  is  any  danger  of  his  losing  the  costs. 

I  must  refuse  this  application ;  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, without  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to  any 
further  application  which  the  Defendant  may  be  ad- 
vised to  make  on  the  subject. 


T 


GREEN  V.   BADLEY.  jan.  «3. 

GREEN  V.   TOMPSON.  ^^'  '^' 

HIS  bill  was  filed  in  1827,  by  two  residuary  lega-  On  the  ap- 

tees  against  the  executors  and  trustees,  and  against  ^hg  pia"nJifrg 

the  other  residuary  legatees,  for  the  purpose  of  adminis-  a  six  clerk 

was  appointed 
tering  gyardian  ad 
Utem  for  a 
Defendant,  who  was  stated  to  be  an  infant,  but  was  in  reality  of  full  age.  A  decree 
wu  made  and  the  accounts  taken  on  that  footing.  Held,  that  the  proceedings 
were  not  binding  on  him,  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
six  derii. 

T  2 
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1844.        tering  the  eslate  of  the  testator.     One  or  the  parties 

^T^^**^^     interested  in  the  residue  was  the  Defendant  John  Tomp^ 

t;.  son  the  younger. 

Badlet. 

By  an  order,  made  upon  the  motion  of  the  Plaii>« 
tiifs  and  on  notice  to  the  other  parties,  Mr.  V€sey, 
the  senior  six  clerk  not  towards  the  cause,  was  ap- 
pointed guardian  of  the  Defendant  John  Tompson  the 
younger,  who  was  stated  to  be  an  infant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  putting  in  his  answer,  and  by  whom  he  might 
defend  the  suit.  Mr.  Fese^  accordingly  put  in  a  com- 
mon infant's  answer,  submitting  his  rights  and  interests 
to  the  protection  of  the  Court. 

The  cause  came  on  in  1829,  when  Mr.  Vesey  ap- 
peared for  the  Defendant  John  Tompson  the  younger, 
and  a  decree  was  made,  under  which  the  accounts  and 
other  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  Master's  office. 

In  N(yoember  1842,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on 
further  directions,  when  it  appeared  that  John  Tompson 
the  younger,  though  treated  as  an  infant  throughout  the 
proceedings  had,  at  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  &t 
the  time  of  the  appointment  of  guardian,  attained  h]s 
age  of  twenty-one,  and  was  upwards  of  thirty  years  of 
^  age.     The  proceedings  having  been  thus  found  li%  be 

defective,  the  Court  gave  leave  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  file  a 
supplemental  bill,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  de- 
fect. I 

'  li 

A  supplemental  bill  was  accordingly  filed  by  tlie 
Plaintiffs,  praying  that  they  might  have  the  benefit  of 
the  decree  and  proceedings  as  against  John  Tomp$ou 
the  younger,  with  liberty  for  him  to  surchai|^  4Bi^d 
falsify  the  accounts  of  the  trustees  and  executors,  or 
that  the  decree  made  in  the  original  cause  might  be 

made 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  273 

made  in  the  present  cause,  and  that  all  proper  accounts        1844. 
and  inquiries  might  be  directed. 

The  trustees  and  executors  submitted  that  their  ac- 
counts ought  not  again  to  be  taken,  and  insisted  that 
John  Tompson  the  younger  had  acquiesced  in  the  former 
proceedings. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Lhydj  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
argued  that  John  Tompson  the  younger  was  bound  by 
acquiescence:  that  every  opportunity  had  been  given 
and  would  be  given  him  to  examine  the  accounts,  and 
that  no  possible  good  could  arise  from  taking  them 
again. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  BazalgettCj  for  John  Tompson  the 
younger,  argued  that  he  was  not  bound  by  the  proceed- 
ings which  had  taken  place  in  his  absence. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Retiskaw,  for  the  executors  and 
trestees,  insisted,  that  having  regularly  passed  their  ac- 
counts, in  the  presence  of  parties  interested,  and  by  whom 
they  had  been  strictly  scrutinised,  they  ought  not  to  be 

•'  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  proceedings 
•inutile  Ca^se  having  really  taken  place  in  the  absence  of 
JbkwTimpson  the  younger  were  not  binding  on  him; 
that  the  accounting  parties  were  still  liable  to  him,  and 
that  he  might  now  file  a  bill  to  have  the  accounts  taken 
ftfiam  in  his  presence ;  but  though  the  executors  could 
%fot  protect  themselves  from  the  claim  of  that  Defendant, 
they  might  still  refuse  to  account  again  to  the  Plaintiff's 
-iHWl  ike  other  persons  in  whose  presence  the  accounts 
tmd  already  been  taken.  The  difficulties,  he  added, 
^Mere^  BUch,  that  the  parties  had  better  come  to  some 

T  S  reasonable 
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1844. 


Green 

V, 

Badley. 
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reasonable  arrangement,  which  would  prevent  a  very 
serious  expense,  and  which,  in  all  probabilitys  would 
produce  no  good  whatever  to  any  party. 


The  cause  stood  over,  and  an  arrangement  was  ulti 

mately  made  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  Join  Tomp^ 
son  the  younger  out  of  the  Plaintiffs'  share  of  the  fund  9 
and  he  then  agreed  to  be  bound  by  the  previous  pro- 
ceedings. 


Feb.  17. 


Mr.  Romilly  asked  for  the  costs  of  Mr.  Vesey, 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  IJoyiU  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  being  of  opinion  that  thiE 
irregular  proceedings  had  arisen  from  the  negligence  c^^ 
the  Piaiiitiffs,  ordered  them  to  pay  the  costs. 


Feb,  13,  14. 


GREEN  V.  BADLEY. 


A  case  of         THHE  testator  devised  his  Sedgley  Hall  estate  to  his 

breach  of  trust    A    trustees  in  fee,  on  trust,  that  they  should  «  within 

was  alleged  . 

on  the  plead-    two  years  next  after  his  decease,  or  so  soon  afterwards 

trastees*and  ^^  ^'^^y  should  be  satisfied  as  to  the  quantity,  quality, 
executors  for  and  nature  of  the  mines  and  minerals,  if  any,  lying  in 
sold  an^ estate    ^^  under  all,  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  lands  and 

but  at  the  premises,  or  at  such  other  time  afterwards,  as  they  or 
first  hearing  ^ 

the  common  he, 

accounts  only 

were  directed.  Held,  on  further  directions,  that  the  Defendants  could  not  be 
then  charged  with  the  breach  of  trust,  and  that  inquiries  could  not  be  then  directed 
with  that  object;. 
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be,  in  their  or  his  discredon,  should  think  proper,  abso- 
lutely sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  messuage,''  &C.,  and 
out  of  the  rents  until  the  sale,  and  the  produce  of  the 
sale,  to  pay  the  charges,  and  a  debt  of  800/.,  and  invest 
14002.  on  certain  trusts,  and  divide  the  residue  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  he  appointed  his  trustees  his  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  1814. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  1827  by  some  parties  interested 
in  the  residue,  praying  the  establishment  of  the  will, 
che  execution  of  the  trusts,  and  the  accounts  of  the 
jreal  and  personal  estate  received  by  the  trustees,  or 
^which,  *<  without  their  wilful  default,  might  have  been 
received.*' 

The  bill  charged,  that  the  trustees  ought  to  have 
Ascertained  the  mines  and  minerals  under  the  estate,  and 
ought  to  have  proceeded  to  a  sale  thereof;  that  they 
htui  not  proceeded  to  ascertain  the  minks,  &c.,  until 
^^1^  lately,  when  they  bored  the  said  estate  for  that 
purpose,  and  that  they  had  never  taken  any  steps  to 
«a.Ve  the  said  estate  sold. 

I^he  cause  was  heard  in  July  1831,  when  a  decree 

^^s    made  establishing  the   will,  declaring   the  trusts 

^^ght  to  be  performed,  and  directing  accounts  of  the 

^^^l  and  personal  estate  to  be  taken,  and  the  Master 

^as  directed  to  enquire,  whether  it  would  be  for  the 

*^nefit  of  all   parties   interested   in   the  Sedglej/  Hall 

^tate  that  the  same  should  be  sold,  reserving  the  mines 

and  minerals. 

The  Master  proceeded  to  take  the  accounts;  but  such 
of  the  parties  interested  in  the  produce  of  the  estate  as 
had  been  infants,  having  all  become  adult,  he  did  not 

T  4  proceed 
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i  1344.  proceed  in  the  enquiry  respecting  it.  He  made  bis  report 9 

OaBEN^  ^"^  when  the  cause  came  on  for  further  directions,  the 

V.  estate  had  not  been  sold. 


rMA^lMY. 


Mi*Kinderslmfwid  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  PUuntiffs,  sought:^ 
to  charge  the  trustees  for  a  breach  of  trust,  in  noC. 
having  taken  prc^r  steps  for  ascertaining  the  mineral^^ 
and  selling  the  estate  within  a  reasonable  period.  Witt:^ 
that  view  they  asked  for  enquiries. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Harwood,  and  Mr.  Spence  oxuM. 
Mt.  Bazaigette  for  parties  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Pwvis  and  Mr.  RenshaWf  contra,  contended,  thai 
the  point  having  been  raised  by  the  pleadings,  the  Plain- 
tiffs  could  not,  after  the  decree  which  had  been  made, 
extend  the  relief  so  as  to  charge  the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors in  the  way  proposed. 

Mr.  Uoyd,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

That  the  trusts  of  this  will  have  not  been  duly  car- 
ried into  execution  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator  admits  of  no  doubt.  The  question  now  is, 
whether  the  trustees  are  to  be  charged  with  any  of  the 
consequences  of  the  undue  execution  of  the  trusts. 
Considering  that  the  testator  directed,  by  his  will,  that 
the  estates  devised  should  be  sold,  that  he  died  in  1814, 
and  that  we  are  now  in  the  year  1844,  and  no  sale  has 
been  made ;  considering  further  the  mode  in  which  this 
suit  has  been  prosecuted,  it  cannot  be  matter  of  sur- 
prise that  the  parties  interested  in  the  estate  are  dis* 
contented,  and  should  exert  themselves  to  charge  the 
trustees.     The   question  is,  whether,   on   the   present 

occasion 
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ciecasion  mod  in  the  present  suit,  they  can  be  lawfully        1S44. 
^larged. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  directed  that  the  estate  and 
minerals  should  be  sold  by  the  trustees  *^  within  two 
■years  from  the  time  of  his  death,  or  as  soon  afterwards 
«8  they  or  be  should  be  satisfied  as  to  the  quantity, 
quality,  and  nature  of  the  mines  and  minerals  (if  any)  in 
or  under  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  lands  and 
premises,  or  at  such  other  time  or  times  afterwards  as 
they  in  their  discretion  should  think  proper."     It  has 
been  much  discussed,  whether  this  is  an  absolute  direc- 
tion to  the  trustees  to  sell,  or  one  depending  on  their 
proceeding  to  ascertain  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the 
Hiilierals.     It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  decide  ii.- 
The  estate  was  not  sold  when  the  bill   was  filed  in 
1827;  and  though  it  appears  that  some  previous  at- 
tempt had  been  made  to  bore  in  these  fields  to  discover 
the  existence  of  minerals,  yet  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  efiectual  or  to  have  turned  to  any  good  account 

This  bill  distinctly  alleges,  that  the  instate  ought  to. 
have  been  sold,  that  the  trustees  ought  to  have  pro- 
ceeded to  ascertain  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the 
minerals,  and  it  states  they  have  not  done  so.  The  De- 
fendants in  their  answer  admit  that  they  have  not  done 
s^.  The  very  things,  therefore,  which  are  now  dwelt  upon 
j9^t  such  length,  appeared  on  the  pleadings  at  the  original 
hearing. 

.  :  The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  what  was  done  ? 
Was  there  any  declaration  that  the  trustees  ought  to 
have  proceeded  to  a  sale?  So  far  from  it,  the  Court 
took,  notice  that  there  had  been  no  sale,  and  referred 
it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  it  would  be 
for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  that  a  sale  should  take 
place.     The  Court  therefore  had  before  it  upon  the 

pleadings 
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1844. 


pleadings  this  charge,  and  there  were,  at  the  hearing, 
persons  capable  of  impeaching  the  conduct  of  the  trus- 
tees in  respect  of  it,  yet  they  obtain  this  decree  for  an 
account  scarcely  differing  from  the  most  ordinary  decree. 
When  the  parties  came  to  take  the  accounts  in  the 
Master's  ofiice,  the  Master  was  not  satisfied  with  the 
Plaintiffs  being  represented  by  the  same  solicitor  as 
the  Defendants,  and  directed  the  proceedings  to  be  con- 
ducted by  another  solicitor,  who  became  charged  with  the 
protection  of  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  he  had  an  op- 
portunity of  ascertaining  what  were  the  points  in  issue,aud 
if  he  found  that  they  were  not  properly  put  in  issue^  so 
as  to  enable  his  clients  to  obtain  all  the  relief  he  thought 
them  entitled  to,  he  might,  by  the  leave  of  the  Court, 
have  brought  forward  fresh  charges  by  supplemental  bill; 
but  what  he  did  was  to  adopt  the  proceedings,  and  to 
proceed  to  carry  into  execution  the  decree  as  he  found 
it.  I  do  not  say  that  he  was  guilty  of  any  neglect,  but 
he  could  not  act  thus  and  afterwards  claim  other  relief. 
If,  from  new  circumstances,  he  considered  his  clients 
entitled  to  further  or  different  relief,  he  ought  to  have 
come  forward  with  a  proper  application  to  enable  them 
to  have  it.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  must  be 
considered  as  having  adopted  the  whole  proceedings. 
I  must  consider  this  case  as  prosecuted  by  the  same 
solicitor  from  beginning  to  end,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled  to  any  relief  different  from  that  given 
by  the  original  decree  and  consequent  thereon.  By 
that  decree  the  common  and  ordinary  account  was 
directed,  and  the  Defendants  could  never  have  imagined 
that  it  was  open  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  any  such  relief 
against  them  as  that  which  is  now  asked.  I  do  not 
think,  under  the  circumstances,  I  ought  to  direct  any 
such  inquiry  as  that  which  is  sought,  for  the  purpose  of 
charging  the  Defendants  with  the  loss. 


Note.  —  See  Garland  v.  LUllewoud,  1  Beat,  527. 
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GREENWOOD  v.  ROTHWELL.  Feb.  15. 

npHE  testator  being  seised  of  some  property  at  CZfly-  An  eiute 

*  ton,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  400/.  to  Duckett^  moif^ge'wM 
secured  by  a  term  of  1000  years,  made  his  will  in  1811,  devised  to 
whereby  he  gave  as  follows : — "I  will  and  direct  that  a  term  for  pay- 
all  my  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  the  costs  and  charges  '"®"'  of  debts, 
of  proving  and  registering  this  my  will,  and  also  the  thereto,  to 
several  legacies  hereinafter  by  me  bequeathed  shall  be  ^"^^  r©.  *  ^' 
paid  and  satisfied  by  my  trustees  and  executors  herein-  mainder  over, 
after  named,  out  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,"  and,  tors  joined  in 
after  giving  a  legacy  and  annuity,  he  devised  to  Joseph  a  transfer  of 
Greenwood  and  James  Northrop^  their  executors,  &c.,  all  «nd  raised  a ' 
his  lands,  tenements,  &c.  for  the  term  of  1000  years,  on  ^P*^^j!""L 
trust  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  to  keep  down  the  necessary  for 
mortgage,  and  pay  the  residue  to  Ann  Beiitley  for  life,  5ie  debu!^ 
and  subject  as  aforesaid,  he  gave  the  property  in  ques-  The  tenant 
tion  to  Jonas  Greenwood  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  ^he  concur- 

issue  (as  purchasers)  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  and  renceofihe 

•  •        1     -r        .    ^  .         1     ▼  ^T      »  executors, 
he  appomted  Joseph  Grcerrwood  and   James  Northrop  afterwards 

solutely,  and 
The  testator  died  soon  after,  and,  at  his  death,  Jonas  paid'off the^**^ 

Greenwood  had  sevferal  children  living.     The  executors  mortgage. 

,  ,  .       .,1  A.  bill  being 

proved  his  will.  filed  by  the  re 

mainder-man 
.  to  redeem  the 

By  an  mdenture,  made  m  1812,  between  Duckett  ox  purchaser»on 

the  first  part,  the  executors  of  the  testator  of  the  second  Phe  ori"  in"  I 

part,  and  Mann  of  the  third  part,  reciting  that  406/.  mortynge 

was  due  on  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  executors  had  cause  b'eing  ^ 

requested  Mann  to  lend  them  the  sum  of  5.50/.,  as  well  set  down  on 

an  objection 
to   for  want  of 
parties,  held 
that  the  Plaintiflfwas  not,  at  present,  bound  to  make  the  executors  parties. 

Costs  of  setting  down  a  cause  on  an  objection  for  want  of  parties  reserved  to  the 
hearing. 


880  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1844.        to  enable  them  to  pay  off  the  said  sum  of  406/*,  as  also 


Orrbnwoop 


to  enable  them  to  discharge  sundry  other  just  debts, 
T.  ^~^  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  I44i,  which  remained 
BoTBwxuii.  owing  to  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  the  property  in 
question  was  conveyed  by  Duckett  and  the  execator% 
for  and  during  all  the  then  residue  and  remainder  of 
the  several  and  respective  terms  of  years  therein,  subject 
to  redemption  on  payment  of  550/. 

In  1823  Jonas  Greenwoadj  the  tenant  for  life,  agreed 
to  sell  the  premises  to  Abraham  Tempest  for  400/.,  and 
by  deed  dated  March  1823,  in  consideration  of  400/. 
paid  by  Abraham  Tempest  to  Mann  in  satisfaction  of  hb 
mortgage,  and  for  a  nominal  consideration,  the  property 
was  absolutely  conveyed  by  Mann  and  Jonas  Greetiwood 
and  by  Joseph  Greenwood  and  James  Northrop^  the  ex- 
ecutors, to  Tempest  in  fee.  The  mortgage  term  was  as- 
signed in  trust  for  the  purchaser,  and  the  term  of  1000 
years  created  by  the  will  was  merged.  Jonas  Green* 
wood  further  assured  the  property  to  Tempest  by  fine 
with  proclamations.  Tempest  laid  out  a  large  sum  of 
money  on  the  property;  and  in  1826  he  mortgaged  it 
to  Messrs.  i2a705o;i,  and  in  1835,  Tempest  and  Mes&rs. 
Rawsony  in  consideration  of  3000/.,  conveyed  the  pro- 
perty absolutely  to  the  Defendant  RothwelL 

Jonas  Greefiwood  died  in  1840,  and  his  children 
thereupon  filed  this  bill,  insisting  that  he  was  tenant  fbf* 
life  only,  and  seeking  to  redeem  on  payment  of  the 
mortgage  of  400/.  and  interest.  It  was  decided  oil  ai 
former  occasion  that  Jofias  Greenwood  was  merely  tenattt 
for  life,  (a) 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  raised  three  objections 
for  want  of  parties,  two  of  which  having  been  submitted 

to 

(a)  See  6  Bear,  492. 
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t€>  b^rthe  Plaintiffkf  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  them.    The         1844. 
ttiircl  was  as  follows:  "That  if  the  Plaintiffs  should  lie    ollJiJJI^l 
decreed  to  be  entitled  to  any  right  or  relief  in  the  pre-  «. 

mis^s^  then  the  proper  accounts  ought  to  be  taken  of 
arid  concerning  the  said  testator's  estate  and  debts,  and 
oth^x  matters  connected  therewith,  in  the  presence  of 
all    ^lie  necessary  parties  to  such  accounts.** 

'X"he  cause  was  set  down  on  the  objection  for  want  of 
pav-tiiea,  under  the  89th  Order  of  August  184'l.(a) 

JVf  r.  Turner  and  Mr.  Thomas  Turner  for  the  Plaintift. 

"Tbe  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  testator 
a»*^  mot  necessary  parties  to  the  suit.  It  is  not  sug- 
g^s^ed  that  any  debt  or  legacy  now  remains  unpaid. 
^^^liere  executors  having  a  power  to  mortgage  for  pay- 
n^^^Kie  of  debts  exercise  it,  the  Court  has  never  held 
tb^f:  they  were  necessary  parties  to  a  redemption  suit, 
u'^less  the  equity  of  redemption  is  limited  to  them. 
^^=>ii  cannot  combine  a  suit  to  administer  an  estate  with 
^  ^ciit  for  redemption.     Pearse  v.  Hewitt  (b) 

^4r.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rogers  for  the  Defendant. 

'^I^e  trustees  and  executors  are  necessary  parties  to 

this  suit     The  Plaintiffs  claim  subject  to  the  debts  and 

^^S^cies,  and  are  entitled  to  nothing  until  they  are  paid. 

"^^^ .  Defendant  insists  that  the  executors  and  trustees 

^^'^^  .properly  sold  under  the  powers  contained  in  the 

^*^\  5   if  the  Plaintiffs  dispute  the  validity  of  the  acts  of 

^^   executors,  such  executors  should  be  brought  here 

V^  Contest  that  allegation. 

iTte  Master  qft/ie  Rolls. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  charged   his  real  estate^ 

which 
(a)  Ord.  Cdfu  175.  (&)  7  Sim.  471. 
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1844.        which  was  subject  to  a  mortgage,  with  the  payment  of 

^^^'^^^^^     his  debts,  and  created  a  term  of  1000  years,  by  means 
Greenwood      ^     ,  .     i  .      i  . 

V.  of  which   the  amount  was  to  be  raised  by  his  trustees 

RoTHWELL.  ^^^  executors.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  thing- 
was  raised  by  virtue  of  this  devised  term ;  but  after 
the  testator's  death,  the  trustees  and  executors  joined 
in  a  transfer  of  the  mortgage,  and  they  on  the  same 
occasion  raised  an  additional  sum  of  144/.,  which 
it  was  stated  was  necessary  for  enabling  them  to  dis- 
charge sundry  debts  of  the  testator.  I  do  not  mean  to 
deny  that  Bothwell  may  be  entitled  to  credit  for  any 
portion  of  the  money  which  may  have  been  applied  in 
payment  of  the  testator's  debts.  Supposing  that  to  be 
so,  it  will  form  part  of  RothwelFs  defence  to  the  suit 
He  has  a  right  to  say  to  the  Plaintiffs,  *^  You  are  not 
entitled  to  redeem  me  on  payment  of  400/.,  because  a 
further  sum  of  144/.  has  been  raised  and  applied  in 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator."  But  has  the 
Defendant  a  right  to  insist  that  this  matter  shall  be 
brought  forward  by  the  Plaintiffs,  whose  claim  is  to 
have  the  estate  subject  only  to  the  mortgage  for  400/.  ? 
I  think  not,  for  this  is  part  of  RolhwelPs  defence,  which 
the  Plaintiffs  are  not  bound  to  bring  forward. 


The  question  of  costs  was  discussed,  and  Osbotmc 
V.  Foreman  {a)y  was  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  should  reserve 
the  costs  until  the  hearing,  when  he  should  be  better 
able  to  see  into  the  real  merits  of  the  case* 

(a)  2  Hare^  656. 
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BELL  V.  DUNMORE.  ^^J'- 

Jaru  11. 

HIS  was  an  application  for  leave  to  file  a  supple-  Liberty  given 

mental  answer  to  correct  an  allecced  erroneous  dale  *?  ^^  \  '."P" 

°  plemental 

in  the  original  answer.  answer  to 

correct  a  date 

in  the  original 

The  following  is  an  outline  of  the  case :  —  answer. 

On  such  an 

application 

In  October  1826,  Mr.  Ord  and  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  5^//,  «e  defendant 

must  account 
as  his  surety,  executed  a  bond  for  2000/.  to  a  Mr.  for  the  mis- 

proposed 
The  firm  of  SkuilUworiA,  Ingram^  and  Wartmby  (the  ^hnwrnT^ 
Defendant),  were  concerned  in  the  transaction  for  Ord  which  it  is  in- 
and  Marston.     Ord  died,  and  Wartnaby  and  Dunmore^  ;»  must  be 
his  executors,  having  commenced  proceedings  at  law  verified, 
on   the   bond   against  Belly  he  filed  this   bill,   to   re- 
strain the  action  and  to  be  relieved  from  the  bond,  on 
the  ground,  first,  that  time  having  been  given  to  the 
principal  debtor,  the  surety  had  been  thereby  released  ; 
and,  secondly,  that  payments  had  been  made  by  the 
principal  on  account. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  solicitors  were  aware  **  that 
the  2000/.  was  for  the  ^ole  use  of  Ord^  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  received  no  part  thereof,  and  joined  in  the  bond 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  2000/.  solely  as  a  surety 
for  Ord,  and  the  2000/.  was  received  by  Messrs.  Shut' 
tleworthf  Ingram,  and  Wartnaby,  as  the  solicitors  and 
agents  of  Ord,  and  applied  by  them,  on  his  account ;  a 
large  portion  of  it  being  retained  by  them  in  payment  of 
debts  and  bills  of  costs  due  by  him  to  the  said  firm,  or 
the  individual  partners  therein." 

The 


SB4  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1849.  The  Defendants  Dunmore  and   Warinabyj  by  their 

answer,  admitted  the  negotiation  for  the  loan  and  the 
giving  the  bond  in  October  1826;  and  Warinaby  stated 
and  Dunmore  said  he  had  been  informed  and  belieYed9 
though  he  did  not  know  the  same  of  bis  own  know- 
ledge, [''that  the  said  sum  of  9M0L  wm  paid  by 
Marston  to  ShuttUworth  in  two  instalments  of  500/.  and 
15002.  in  the  months  of  April  and  October  1M7;  and 
that  the  said  sum  of  500L  was  paid  by  ShtdtlerBorth^  as 
the  solicitor  of  both  parties,  to  the  Defendant  Ord  in 
the  month  ol  April  1827;  and  that  the  said  sum  of 
IMKM.  was,  in  the  month  of  October  1827f  carried  orer 
from  the  credit  of  Marston  in  account  with  the  said 
firm  of  Shuttleworth^  Ingram^  and  ff'arinabyy  to  the 
credit  of  Ord  with  the  said  firm."] 

A  motion  was  now  made  that  the  Defendants  might 
be  at  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  pur-* 
pose  of  correcting  a  mistake  in  their  answer,  by  sub- 
stituting 1826  for  1827  in  the  above-mentioned  para* 
graph  which  is  contained  between  brackets.  The  notice 
of  motion  stated  in  terms  the  proposed  supplemcintal 
answer* 

The  affidavit,  in  support  of  the  motiop,  st^te^^hat 
the  Defendants  had  made  an  unintentional  mistake  a9 
to  the  date,  the  year  1827  having  been  by  nfi^take  in-* 
serted  for  1826.  That  the  date  had  been  correct!/ 
stated  in  the  original  instructions  for  thcf  atfhm^r,%iity  by 
mistake,  incorrectly  stated  in  the  further  itislttiotidlia^  •* 

Mr.  Kindersky  and  Mr.  Faber^  in  sti)^)erf  tif 'the 
motion.  '•  '  *"'   ^*'»" 

Tbqr 
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PemberUm  Leigh  and  Mr.  Baies^  contriu 
IT  cited  Greetnoood  v.  Atkinson,  (i) 

Ma8T£R  qf  the  Rolls. 

resent  I  am  not  able  either  to  refute  or  gtHMt 
plication.    The  object  of  the  Comrt  is  to  alkm 

party  to  obtain  a  victory  at  the  expense  oTtrudi'. 
must  be  an  affidavit  of  the  triith  of  the  bitended 

and  of  the  terms  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  file 
le  motion  must  stand  over  for  a  further  affi- 


W 


If  cited  Strange  v.  CoUiH${a\  Tidswett  v.  Btm-       1845. 
miieyr.Sqyer.(c) 


BmUs 

DUMWMIk 


rther  affidavit  was  produced  in  accordance  with         i844. 
uisition  of  the  Court,  and  the  motion  was  now        **•  *'' 
cL 

Kindersley  and   Mr.  Fabet*  in   support  of  the 


G.  Turtier  and  Mr.  Batesj  contrd. 

SitASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

question  in  this  case  is,  wlien  the  consideration 
bwd  W48  paid.  It  is  stated  in  the  answer  to 
)en  in  1827 ;  but,  upon  an  examination  of  the 
in  tbj9  books  and  documents,  it  is  now  distinctly 
;hat  this  was  a  mistake,  and  that  this  took  place 

in 


S  Ve9.^  B.  16-5. 

{c)  5  Sim,  566 

7  Sim.  64. 

id)  4  Sim.  54. 

.  VII. 

U 

286  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

in  1826.     When  the  cause  comes  on  for  hearing  it  will 
be  important  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  in   1826  or 
t;.  1827. 


DUMUORE. 


I  should  be  sorry  to  let  fall  a  word  which  might 
imply  that  the  Court  considers  it  a  trifling  matter  to 
allow  a  party  who  has  «oIemn]y  declared  one  thing,  to 
put  in  a  second  answer  quite  inconsistent  with  his 
former  solemn  statement.  I  have  felt  it  necessary  to 
require  the  party  not  only  to  account  for  the  mistake, 
but  to  produce  the  answer  in  the  very  terms  and  words 
he  pledges  himself  to  swear  it.  Not  being  satisfied  on 
a  former  occasion  the  case  stot)d  over. 

The  Defendant,  in  a  case  like  this,  must  shew  that 
the  fact  alleged  to  be  erroneous  is  material :  —  that  the 
error  arose  under  such  circumstances  as  not  to  fix  him 
with  the  first  statement;  and  he  must  also  shew  the 
terms  in  which  he  proposes  to  introduce  the  new 
allegation,  (a) 

If  it  appeared  that  this  gentleman,  in  making  the  first 
statement  on  oath,  had  been  speculating  in  his  defence, 
and  was  now  endeavouring  to  fit  the  allegations  on  the 
record  with  the  evidence  which  he  has  since,  from  time 
to  time,  picked  up,  or  if  he  came  forward  under  cir- 
cumstances which  plainly  shewed  that  he  had  been  guilty 
of  extraordinary  negligence  or  temerity  in  pledging  his 
oath  to  a  particular  statement,  I  might  hesitate  before  I 
granted  the  application.  When  the  proper  time  arrives, 
the  matters  now  alleged  will  deserve  serious  attention, 
and  may  then  hang  heavily  on  the  Defendant ;  but  at 
present  I  cannot  come  to  a  conclusion  on  them. 

I  do 

(a)  See  Haslar  v.  HoUis,  2  5  Beamn,  432,  and  WhUcomber, 
Beava/if  256.;  SmUh  y.  Hartley,      Minchin,  1  WUion^  C,C.  1. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 

I  do  not  say  what  may  be  the  effect  of  the  new  state- 
ment* The  Defendant  has  said  that  the  payment  was 
made  in  1827,  and  if  now,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  he  be 
permitted  to  state  that  it  took  place  in  1826,  these  two 
inconsistent  statements  will  remain  on  record,  and  when 
^e  cause  comes  on  for  hearing,  the  eilect  of  them  will 
liave  to  be  considered. 


It   is  to  be  observed  that  if  the  new  allegation  be 

Sntroduced,  the  Plaintiff  will  have  a  full  opportunity  of 

amending  his  bill  and  of  interrogating  the  Defendant  as 

t;o  all  those  new  facts  and  circumstances  with  a  view  of 

throwing  discredit   on   the   new   allegation.      On   the 

hole,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  danger  of  doing  injus- 

ice  will  be  greater  by  refusing  than  by  granting  the 

Application.    The  Defendant  must,  therefore,  have  the 

ndulgence  he  asks' upon  payment  of  all  the  costs. 


Form  of  Ohdeb. 


After  reciting  that  it  had  been 
^fed  that  the  Defendants  might 
at  liberty  to  file  a  supple- 
ental  answer  to  the  Plaintiff's 
Jl  for  the  purpose  of  correct- 
3  an  error  in  the  clause  in 
r  eir  answer  to  the  said  bill, 
=!^nningin  the  65th  folio  of  the 
Bd  answer,  and  ending  in  the 
ioijo  of  the  said  answer, 
which  clause  was  in  the 
«iriis^  &c.  [slating  it]  **  his  Lord- 


ship doth  order  that  the  De- 
fendants Dunmore  and  IVarU 
naby  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental answer  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's bill,  in  the  form  of  the 
draft  signed  by  counsel  and  re- 
ferred to  in  the  affidavit  of  tha 
Defendant  Wartnabt/,  sworn,  &c. 
as  the  exhibit  marked  with  the 
letter  A.  And  it  is  ordered  that 
the  Defendants  pay  the  costs,'* 


■'M 


t/2 
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184S. 


Uov.  9,  10. 
Dec.  11. 

1844. 
Jan.  27. 
Feb.  15. 

Property  was 
given  in  trust 


DAVIS  V.  PROUT. 


nnHE  testator,  by  bis  will  dated  in  1819,  deyised,  kc* 

-^    some  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon 

trust  '^for  the  sole  and  absolute  use  of  his  daughter 

for  the  sole   Mary  Ann  Protd/'  in  case  she  should  attain  twenty-one, 
and  absolute         •  •         •  •      t  .•  j     -^i         •». 

use"  of  a         ^^^"  maintenance  in  the  mean  time,  and  with  a  gitt  over 

female  infant    Jn  case  she  should  die  before  she  attmned  twenty-one. 
She  after-  ^  "^ 

wards  mar- 
ried under 
age,  and  a 
settlement 
was  made 
giving  half  to 
the  wife  for 
her  separate 
use,  and  the 
other  half  to 
the  husband. 
A  bill  was 
filed  by  the 
husband  and 


The  testator  died  shortly  after. 


In  18S9  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Davis  married  Mary  Ann 
Prouif  then  a  minor,  and  a  settlement  was  thereupon 
made,  whereby  they  covenanted  lo  convey  the  pro- 
perty of  Mary  Ann  Prout  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  as 
to  one  moiety,  to  the  separate  use  of  Mary  Ann  for  life, 
and  as  to  the  other  half  upon  trust  for  Davis  for  life, 

wife,  af^er  the  with  certain  limitations  to  the  children  of  the  marriage. 
latter  had 


come  of  age, 
against  the 
trustees,  seek- 
ing to  charge 
them  with  a 
breach  of 
trust.    The 
Court  thought 
the  frame  of 
the  suit  im- 
proper, but 
gave  leave  to 
amend ;  and 
the  wife  being, 
by  amend- 
ment, made  to  and   Mr.  3>/>d,  for  the  Defendants  objected  that  no 
sue  by  her  .  ^  . 

relief  could   be  had  upon  the  record  as  it  Was  nbw 


Mary  Ann  Davis  attained  twenty-one  in  1840,  and  in 
184*1  this  bill  was  filed  by  Davis,  his  wife,  and  the  only 
child  of  the  marriage,  to  make  the  trustees  responsible 
for  certain  alleged  breaches  of  trust. 

Mr.  Pemberion  Leigh  and  Mr.  Rogas^  for  the  P^^l  - 

Uffs. 

' « .1-  •  * 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  and  Mr.  Kindersley 


framed. 


next  friend,  a 
decree  was 
made. 
^  After  pub- 
lication, a  bill  filed  by  husband  and  wife  was  amended  by  making  the  wife  sue  by 
K- -.  c^^^A     }\^\^^  that  tjje  evidence  was  still  receivable. 


her  next  friend. 
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A*amed,  for  the  property  was  held  for  the  separate  1843. 
mise  of  the  wife,  and  therefore  a  suit  in  which  the  hus- 
l3Qnd  joined  as  co-plaintiff  could  not  be  supported; 
JVake  V.  Parker  {a\  Reeve  v.  Dolby,  (b)  Here  the  pro- 
perty was  given  by  the  will  <<  for  the  sole  and  absolute 
mj^a  "  of  Mrs.  DaviSf  and  this  was  equivalent  to  a  gift 

fhr  lier  separate  use;  Ex  parte  Ray  (er), v.  Lyne (i)^ 

^  lUiper  on  Husband  and  Wife^  164.  That  if  there  ex- 
isted any  question  on  the  point,  the  interests  of  the 
Ssosbsnd  and  wife  would  be  so  conflicting,  that  they 
^rould  not  sue  together  as  co-plaintiffs* 

That  the  settlement  having  been  made  during  the  in- 
tf^ancy  of  the  wife,  was  not  binding  on  her ;  Simson  v. 
m^^i^net  {e)j  Johnson  v.  Johnson  (^) ;  and  that  therefore  the 
r'^MT  bole  property  was  still  her  separate  estate. 

Mr.  Pemberton  Leigh  and  Mr.  Rogers^  contrh. 

The  objection  not  having  been  taken  by  the  answer, 
it,  is  incompetent  for  the  Defendants  to  insist  on  it 
c^t  the  present  stage  of  the  cause.     Such  technical  ob- 
jections may  be  valid  if  taken  by  demurrer,  and  yet 
the  Court  will  not  listen   to  them  at  the   hearing,   as 
in  the  instance  of  an  objection  for  multifariousness.  (A) 
Hq  Ails  case  there  is  no  misjoinder;  for  both  the  hus- 
band and  wife  have  an  independent  interest  in  the  fund, 
and  a  common  interest  to  make  the  trustees  responsible. 
Wllen  *tiie  fund  has  been  recovered  by  this  suit,  the 
Court  will  protect  the  interest  of  the  wife.     If  the  pro- 
perty were  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  by  the 

■""^    '^    ■'  will 

o(!   ;•.»!»  [..:!  ■■.   ■ 

(6)  S  Simi  4-  St.  464.  (h)  See   IVynne  v.  Callander, 

'■i^y^VMad,  199.  \  Ruts.    293.;      Greenwood    v. 

(d)  Younge,  562.  ChurchiU,  1  Myl.  4"  JC.  559. 


(«>  2  Jhfllt  4- Jf.  374. 


U  3 
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Hi, 

[.  17. 


^111  SO  as  to  exclude  the  husband^  still,  by  the  tettlfi* 
nent»  the  husband  has  acquired  an  interests  and  t)ie 
^  ife  has  adopted  that  settlement  after  attaining  tweoly* 
lone,  which  she  had  the  power  of  doing,  she  beiog  con- 
f  jjidered  ajeme  sole,  as  to  her  separate  estate. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  that  this  point  has  been 
raised  before  me.  There  can,  however,  be  no  doubt  of 
the  rule  as  now  established.  The  diflSculty  in  a  suit 
constituted  like  the  present  is  not  so  much  in  protecting 
the  wife's  interest  against  her  husband,  but  becaase  in 
such  a  record  the  suit  is  considered  as  that  of  the  bus- 
band  alone ;  and  if  this  bill  were  now  dismissed  on  the 
merits,  the  wife  might  the  next  day  file  another  bill  for 
the  very  same  object,  and  would  not  be  bound  by  the 
former  decree;  this  is  the  ground  on  which  the  pre- 
^  sent  objection  is  to  be  decided*  Though  I  have  some 
reason  to  think  that  the  object  of  the  Defendants  is  to 
delay,  I  cannot  refuse  to  listen  to  their  objection. 

There  must  be  leave  given  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  amend 
and  set  the  record  right. 


I 


The  Plaintiffs  amended  their  bill  by  adding  Mr. 
Jackness  as  the  next  friend  of  the  wife ;  but  the  husband 
was  still  continued  as  a  co-plaintiff.  The  cause  again 
came  on  for  hearing. 

It  was  again  objected,  first,  that  from  the  frame  of 
the  record  no  decree  could  be  made.  The  fisUowing 
cases  were  cited  in  opposition  to  this  objection:  /%i^ 
v.  Craddock  {a)i  where  a  bill  being  filed  by  husband  ^^d 

wife 

(a)  C\  I\  Cooper^  469.  481. 


rc»o 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


291 


^fe  in  reqiect  of  a  Inist  fond  limited  to  the  wife  for  her 
^epAHite  me,  remainder  to  the  husband  for  life,  liberty 
^^ras  given  ta  amend  by  adding  a  next  friend  to  the 
*wife»  and  a  decree  was  made;  and  England  v.  Downs,  {a) 


1844. 


Secondly,  it  was  objected  that  an  alteration  having 
Caken  place  in  the  title  of  the  suit,  the  evidence  taken 
^sould  not  be  now  read ;  Bailey  v.  Dennett  {b) 

The  MAflTEB  of  the  Rolls,  after  some  hesitation,  over- 
■ruled  the  objections,  admitted  the  evidence,  and  made  a 


(«)  1  Beavnn,  96. 
(^3  3   Toil  ^  C.  461.      And 
9e  MUBgun  T.  MUckeU,  1  A/y. 


4*  Cr.  443.  and  3  MyL  4*  Cr.  72,; 
Giles  V.  GUet^  1  Keeny  685. 


GREENWOOD  v.  ROTHWELL.  (c) 


March  14. 


HIS  was  a  motion  for  the  production  of  deeds  and 
documents  relating  to  some  property  which  was  the 
bject  of  the  suit. 

John  MUchellj  having  mortgaged  the  property  for 
\  years  for  securing  400/.  and  interest,  by  his  will, 
cS.:Btt.«ed  in  1811,  directed  all  his  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
^ntary  expenses  and  legacies,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  real 
k^  personal  estate,  and  he  devised  unto  Joseph  Greene 
r  and  J.  Northrop^  all  his  hereditaments,  &c  for  the 
^^■"tn of  1000  years,  upon  trust  to  keep  thepremises  in 
^^pitr,  to  keep  down  the  interest  upon  the  mortgage, 

and 
(c)  Ex  rekUione, 
U  4^ 


Order  for  the 
production  of 
title  deeds  of 
a  mortgagee, 
who  also 
claimed  to  be 
apurchaiter 
of  the  equity 
of  redemp- 
tion, refused. 


GRBENtrobD 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

and  to  apply  the  residue  for  the  maintetiance  of  Afm 
B&fudey  for  lifb ;  and  sabject  thereto,  in  efieet,  he  deviled 
t.  tli^  property  in  question  anto  Jonas  Greemooodfot  life^ 

RoTfiwALL.  ^^^  ^f^^  j^jg  decease,  to  his  issue  as  purchasers  (a),  and 
he  appCHnted  Joseph  Greevnoood  and  Northrop  his  exe^ 
cutors,  who  proved  his  will. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  5th  o(  March^  1812,  and 
made  between  the  mortgagees  of  the  first  part,  Joseph 
Greenwood  and  Northrop  of  the  second  part,  and  Mann 
of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  mortgage,  and  the  will 
of  the  testator,  and  that  Joseph  Greenwood  and  Northrop 
had  requested  Mann  to  lend  them  550/.,  to  enable  them 
to  pay  off  the  sum  of  406/.  due  upon  the  mortgage ;  and 
also  to  enable  them  to  discharge  sundry  other  just  debts, 
amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  H^/.,  which  remained 
owing  to  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  it  was  witnessed, 

*  that,  in  consideration  of  406/.  paid  to  the  mortgagees^ 
and  of  144/.  paid  to  Joseph  Greenwood  and  Northrop  by 
Mann,  they,  the  mortgagees,  assigned,  and  Joseph  Green^ 
wood  and  Northrop  assigned  and  confirmed,  the  property 

^in  question  to  Mann,  for  the  residue  of  the  several  terms 
of  years  therein,  discharged  from  the  proviso  for  re^ 
demption  contained  in  the  mortgage,  but  subject  to 
redemption  on  payment  to  Mann  by  Joseph  Greenwood 
and  Northrop  of  the  sum  of  550/.  with  interest.  >' 

By  deeds  dated  in  March,  1823,  afler  i^iting-the 
mortgage  to  Mann,  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  itftitt 
Jofias  Greenwood  had  agreed  to  sell  the  premises  to 
Abraham  Tempest  for  the  sum  of  400/.,  it  was  witnessed, 
in  consideration  of  400/.  paid  to  Mann  in  discharge -<of 
his  mortgage,  and  for  the  nominal  consideration  thentin 
mentioned,  the  property  was  conveyed  by  Jonms  Greem^ 

woodj 
(a)  6  Benmn,  492. 
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,  Jo9eph  Greeftmood  and  Northrop  to  Tempest  in  fee^ 
^ndS  itfainf  assigned  the  mortgage  term  of  1000  years 
up^M)  trust  for  Tempest^  and  to  attend  the  inheritance,  «. 

axid  Joseph  Greewmood  and  Northrop  surrendered  and 
irm^^s*£ed  the  term  of  1000  years  created  by  the  will  of  the 
tssC^&tor. 


OaBKNMrOOD 


ROTHMTBLU 


t 


ZjF  empesi  afterwards  expended   considerable  sums*  of 
nciovrxey  in  building  and  in  improving  the  premises. 

V 

^3jr  subsequent  deeds,  the  property  was  conveyed  to 
tH^  X)efendant  Bothwell  by  way  of  mortgage  to  secure 
3000/«  and  the  mortgage  term  of  1 000  years  was  assigned 
to  .^^lexander  in  trust  for  him,  and  to  attend  the  inherit- 
ancae. 

iTie  bill  was  filed  by  the  children  of  Jonas  Greenwood, 
pi*^yinga  declaration,  that  under  the  will  of  John  Mitchell, 
J<>9^<:rs  Greenwood  took  an  estate  for  life  only: — that, 
*^t^^ct  thereto,  the  premises  were  limited  to  them  as 
ten^^ts  in  common  in  fee.  and  for  a  general  declaration 
^*  ^Ae  rights  of  the  parties.  It  asked  that  Alexander 
^'SWt  be  declared  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  term 
^  1  OOO  years,  subject  to  such  charge  as  RothweU  might 
''^'  ^^titled  to  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  for  400^  due  to 
^^^^^n  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  Tempest,  and  of 
^'^y'  interest  thereon,  which  the  Plaintiffs  offered  to  pay, 
*^^  vA  prayed  a  conveyance  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  mort- 
^'^K^.term  of  1000  years. 

^T*|)f^  Defendant  Bothwell,  by  his  answer,  said,  he  be- 

^^^d  that  the  sum  of  400/.  was,  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 

^^^^<^  tfae  full  value  of  the  premises,  that  the  purchase 

^^^^-ta&iL^^bontL^de,  and  that  the  sale  was  made  as  a 

^*^^*iis  of  paying  the  debts  of  the  testator,  which,  being 

charged  upon  the  estate,  authorized  the  trustees  to  sell 

and 
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lBif4f.       and  make  a  good  title  to  a  purchaser.    That  the  Plain-  ^z. 

'^■^^^^^     tiffs  had  acquiesced  and  permitted  extensitre  improve* 
V.  ments  to  be  made  upon  the  premises. 

ROTHWKLL. 

The  Defendant  also  said  that  his  mortgage  oootained 
other  hereditaments  than  those  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffis 
and  insisted  upon  his  right  to  retain  the  deeds.  He  also 
claimed  to  be  a  purchaser  witiiout  notice,  and  insisted  on 
the  benefit  of  any  want  of  notice  in  himself  or  others, 
and  the  benefit  of  the  term  of  1000  years  vested  in 
Alexander.  The  Defendant  in  a  schedule  set  out  the 
deeds^  and  insisted  that  until  the  Plaintiffs  should  estab- 
lish their  right  to  redemption,  they  were  not  entitled  to 
any  discovery  or  production  of  the  title  deeds  and  docu- 
ments prior  to  the  will,  nor  to  the  production  of  the  deeds 
or  muniments  relating  to  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  G.  Tiirner  and  Mr.  T.  Turner  now  moved  for  the 
production  of  the  documents. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  Defendant  had  notice  of  the  ^ 

Plaintiffs'  claim ;  and  the  recitals  in  the  several  deeds  s 

show,  that  the  whole  of  the  parties  through  whose  hands  ^ 

the  estate  has  passed  must  have  had  notice  of  the  ^wHI  I 

of  the  testator,  and  of  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs.  The 
cases  of  Hardman  v.  Ellames  (a),  and  Bolton  v.  Tie  Cor-- 
poration  of  Liverpool [b)^  differ  from  the  present;  there 
the  documents  constituted  the  Defendant's  title,  without 
supporting  that  of  the  Plaintiff's.  Here  the  question  is, 
.whether  the  Defendant  can  protect  himself  by  means  of 
the  term  of  1000  years.  At  the  utmost,  the  Defendant 
is  only  a  mortgagee  in  respect  of  the  original  charge, 
with  notice  of  the  Plaintiffs'  title,  and  this  the  Plaintiflb 
offer  to  pay.     The  mortgage  made  by  the  executors  by 

virtue 

(fl)  2  Mifl.  4-  K.  732.  (b)  1  ^fttL  4-  K.  88. 
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virtue  of  the  will,  bad  been  discharged  at  the  time  of       1844. 


^  purchase^ 

3^^r.  BcupeU  and  Mr.  Baget^s  argued,  that  the  tern)  of 
I OOO  years  created  by  the  testator  before  his  death  had 
i'^oome  vested  in  the  Defendant  for  valuable  consider- 
A^oxi ;  and  though  Jonas  Greenwood  might  be  tenant  for 
life  ^ys  still  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  the  estate 
during  that  term^  as  the  trustees,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
^ill^  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  the  estate  for  a  term  of 
1  OOO  years*  That  the  SOOO/.  borrowed  of  the  Defendant 
upon  the  security  of  the  property  had  been  laid  out 
in  lasting  improvements  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
Pla.iiitifis.  That  the  Defendant  had  no  notice  of  the 
Plaii3tifl&'  claim,  and  was  entitled  to  withhold  the  deeds 
^y  'Virtue  of  his  title  as  mortgagee  until  he  has  been 
^Uy  paid. 

3T4f  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that,  consistently  with 
«^  established  rules  of  the  Court,  he  was  unable  to 
"^^B^^  the  order  for  the  production  of  the  deeds.  That 
t^^  drause  could  not  be  ultimately  disposed  of  without 
'l^cjijjlry.  and  though  the  effect  would  be  to  prolong  the 
^^^^i^tion,  still  the  Court  was  not  at  present  in  a  condition 
^    **^ake  the  order. 


Grbbnwood 
rothwbll. 
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Feb.  19, 20.  CASTLE  V.  EATE. 

April  J. 
Devise  to  HPHE  testator,  Joseph  Starbucks  by  his  will^  dated  the 
fe^,1fl!i^n  trust  2^^  ®^  December  1826,  gave  his  real  estates  tc 
to  demise  trustees  in  fee,  on  trust  to  demise  and  let  the  same 
testator's  ""^^^  ^'^  youngest  child  or  his  youngest  surviving  child 
y^""g^' .  .  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  during 
twenty-one,  the  minority  of  such  youngest  or  youngest  surviving 
and  during  the  ^hild,  to  pay  the  rents  (after  deducting  necessary  out- 
such  youngest  goings)  to  his  wife  for  the  maintenance  and  support  ol 
the  rents'to^  herself  and  of  his  children  ;  and  in  case  of  the  decease  ol 
the  testator's  his  wife  in  the  meantime,  the  rents  were  to  be  applied 
maintenance  '^y  ^^^  trustees  for  the  sole  benefit  of  his  children.     And 

of  herself  and    when,  and  so  soon  as  the  younirest,  or  the  younirest  sur- 

children,  and       .  ,  <f        c  ^         o 

when  and  so     viving  child  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 

soon  as  the       years,  the  trustees  were  to  sell  the  real  estate,  and  after 

youngest  sur-    •'         ' 

viving  child       paying  the  charges  thereon  and  the  costs,  they  were  to 

twenty-one!"  P®y>  ^^^^^^j  »"^  distribute  the  residue  of  the  purchase- 
to  sell  and  money,  unto,  between,  and  amongst  the  testator's  wife 
produce  "  be-    ^"^  ^^  ^^^  children  who  should  be  then  livings  in  equfil 

tween  and  shares  and  proportions,  to  and  for  their,  his  and  tlieiri 
amongst  the  ^      ^  .  .  f -T? 

testator's  wife  own  benefit.     And  he  provided,  that  if  any  of  his  childr^en 

children  who  ^'^^"'^  depart  this  life  before  the  estates  should  beci^mc 

should  be  saleable,  leaving  issue,  the  children  should  take  the  share 

then  living  in  r  l*               .                                                                              *''-^' 

equal  shares."  of  his  parent. 

And  in  case 

of  the  death  -,,                       t.    i  .            ^    i       •        i  •        -r          V     '•' 

of  any  child  1  he  testator  died  in  1827,  leaving  his  wile  and  tw^ 

^  "^^  hl^  children,  yl^^rf  and  Maria,  surviving  him.  The  two 
came  saleable,  children  both  of  them  died  under  twenty-one  years  ol 
were'tl'^toke  ^8^'  without  issue.  Maria  on  the  16th  of  Septemba 
his  share.  11^9, 

The  children  ' 

all  died  under 
twentv-one  without  issue. 
Held,  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  whole  estate. 
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1839,  and  Alfred  on  the  20ch  of  Febniary  1842;  and  in  1844>. 
CO  1:3  sequence  of  that  event  the  testator's  customary  estate 
wa.s  dauned  on  the  one  side  by  the  widow,  who  had 
sincre  married  the  Defendant  Eate;  and  on  the  other, 
by  mJohn  Starbucks  who  was  the  testator's  customary 
heir. 

IS^r.  Turner  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
trustees. 

Iidr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  for  the  widow, 
a  r-^ued  that  the  words  ^<  then  living,"  meaning  at  the 
time  when  the  youngest  child  attained  twenty-one,  an 
event  which'  could  never  happen,  did  not  apply  to  the 
w-idow: — that  a  share  was,  in  effect  devised  to  and  be- 
came vested  in  her,  at  the  testator's  death,  proportioned 
^    ^Iie  number  of  children  then  living,  but  which  was 
CApalle  of  being  enlarged,  by  the  deaths  of  children 
without  issue,  before  the  youngest  or  the  youngest  sur- 
^*ving  child  attained  twenty-one.     That  the  gift  was  to 
^,    class,   who,   when  ascertained,   took   as   tenants  in 
fonrioion;  and  in  the  event  which  happened,  of  all  the 
^■^ycJren  dying  under  twenty-one,  there  was  no  one  to 
^i  V  ?*^  with  the  widow,  and  therefore  that  she  was  en- 
V,^^^^'tb  the  whole.     That  if  it  were  said  that  the  event 
J  ^V'    »ot  happened  on  which  the  power  of  sale  was  to  be 
^^^^^Isea  and  the  division  to  take  place,  then  that  the 
**^Cition  to  demise  would   continue  for  ever,  as  the 
^^.^^  on  which  it  was  to  cease  could  never  happen. 
i<  5?^f:  If  I  she  was  not  entitled  to  the  whole,  she  must  at 
l-^^t:  be'  entitled  to  the  one  third,  which  became  vested 
-  -  \"  ^r  op  the  testator  s  death. 

r 

.      ^Vtr.  James  Parker,  for  the  customary  heir,  contended, 

^^    the  only  intent  with  which  the  testator  directed  a 

^  was  to  divide  the  proceeds  between  his  wife,  and 

at 


t9S 
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at  least  some  one  child  who  bad  then  attained  twentjr;^ 
one  years  of  age,  and  that  the  only  event  on  which 
sale  was  to  be  made  and  the  produce  divided,  was  tfa^ 
attainment  of  twenty-one  years  of  age  by  some 
child,  an  event  which  had  neither  happened,  nor  coni 
ever  happen,  all  the  children  having  died  under 
That  as  the  testator  had  not  provided   for  the  eve^ 
which  had  really  taken  place,  the  devise  failed,  and  ' 
the  customary  heir  was  entitled  to  the  estate. 


Mr.  Kinderdey^  in  reply. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  Manfield  ▼•  M. 
gard  (a)i  Feame  on  ConL  Rem.  245.,  Goodtitle  c^ 
Hayward  v.  Whitby  (i),  BorastorCs  Case  (c),  Doe  cf 
SatteHhwaite  v.  Satterthwaiie  {d)^  Batsford  v.  KetlbeX 
Murray  v.  Tancred  (^),  Leake  v.  Robinson  (A),  Ha^M. 
V.  Graham  (f).  Doe  dem.  Hayter  v.  JoinviUe.  (i) 


April  I.  Th^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Several  cases  were  cited,  but  no  one  of  them  appeal^ 
to  be  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

The  event  which  happened,  of  all  the  children  dyir 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  does  not  appear  to  ha 
been  distinctly  contemplated  by  the  testator,  and  t 
question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  will  under 
circumstances  ? 


(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  195. 

\b)  1  Burr.  228. 

(c)  3  Rep.  19. 

{d)  1  W,  Black,  Rep.  S\9. 

\e)  3  Ve$.  363. 


(g)  \0  Sim.  ASS. 
(h)  2  Mer.  36J, .. 
(i)  6  Vet.  259. 


Eati. 
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It    is  of  no  importance  to  say  that  he  intended  no        1844. 
beaefit  to  the  heir,  who,  if  entitled  at  all,  taltes  by  de-     ^^^"^ 
scent,  without  regard  to  intention;  but  the  wife  and        ^o. 
children  were  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  and 
the  devise  was  clearly  intended  for  their  benefit.     They 
were  to  take  the  benefit,  by  dividing  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  and  the  sale  was  postponed  till  the  youngest 
attained  an  age,  when  he  could  be  competent  to  dispose 
of  his  share.     In  the  mean  time,  all  the  rents  were  to 
l^e  paid  to  the  wife,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  her 
children.    If  the  wife  died  in  the  mean  time,  no  provi- 
sion   is  made  as  to  any  share  which  might  have  been 
supposed  to  have  been  given  to  her,  but  all  the  rents 
are    directed  to  be  applied  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
(children ;  and  in  like  manner,  if  any  child  died  in  the 
''^ea.ii  time,  no  provision  is  made  for  such  child,  although 
^ucb  child  might  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
y^^Ts.    Under  these  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me, 
^*^^t  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  was  intended  to 
^^    divided  amongst  such  of  the  wife  and  children  as 
^^^i^ild  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  that  in  the 
'^^  ^^n  time,  the  rents  were  to  be  applied  for  the  support 
.^^    such  of  the  wife  and  children  as  should  be  living. 
^^t-  these  purposes,  the   intermediate  support  of  the 
^'V*  and  children,  and  afterward^  the  sale  of  the  estate 
^^<i.  the  application  of  the  purchase-money,  the  estate 
**^s  vested  in  the  trustees;  but  the  trust  for  maintenance 
^^  ^i  support  ceased  pn  the  death  of  the  last  surviving 
■*  *ld  under  twenty-one. 

^  ^         ^^lo  doubt,  the  attainment  of  twenty-one  by  the  young- 

"*        ^^     surviving  child,  was  the  event  upon  which  the  tes- 

^~^3r  contemplated  that  the  trust  for  maintenance  and 

S~^port  would  cease ;  but  as  he  clearly  intended  a  bounty 

^^  "^he  wife  during  the  maintenance  of  any  child,  and  in 

^^  event,  at  least,  of  her  being  alive  at  the  time  of  sale, 

I  cannot 
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1844.  I  cannot  so  construe  the  will  as  to  exclude  h< 
event  which  happened.  It  appears  to  me  upon 
struction  of  the  will,  that  the  estate  was  to  v< 
the  trust  for  maintenance  and  support  eeaaad-; 
wife  being  the  only  one  of  the  cestuis  que  trust 
then  living,  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  in  the  event 
have  happened,  the  wife  is  entided  to  the  whole 


AprU^^.  KINSHELA  V.  LEE. 


A  preliminary  rpHE  Plaintiff  by  his  bill  c 
thc^stli'Ge-*'^  of  kin  of  the  intestate, 


claimed  as  one  of 

through  Jlumutt 

neral  Order      ^^  of  the  intestate's  uncle. 
of  May  1839, 
as  to  who 

wu  next  of         rpj^^  Defendants  by  their  answer  denied  that  th 
am,  was  -^ 

refused,  where  tiff  was  one  of  the  next  of  kin,  and  stated  that 

sued  in  his       testate's  uncle  never  had  any  son  Thomas. 
riffht  of  next 

was  denied  Mr.  E.  M.  Hamson  moved  for  a  preliminary 

Sa?hefi!l^^'  under  the  5th  Order  of  May  18S9  (a),  as  to  w 

that  cha-  the  next  of  kin. 

racter. 

Mr,  Toilet^  contra.  We  deny  all  right  of  the  ] 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  "* 

The  Plaintiff's  title  and  character  being  Hi 
denied,  I  cannot  make  this  order  for  a  reference 

(fl)  Ord.Can.  156.  .      ., 


Note. —  See  Memerttkagen  t.  Dams,  10  <SiK.aM.|  i 
Dutitm^  ibid.  888. ;  Btlcher  ▼.  Whiimore,  ante,  245. 
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UCHARDSON  on  bebalf  «t&  v.  HASTING&  ^^^  i^- 

llS^Msejuxt^  be&re  the  Court  on  neMinl.do-  Toatuit 
.niuenir  to  the  whob  bUj,  the  «subMkii€Qr^of>  die  ^ftp'S,e 

^mJM  legations  of  which  was  as  follows :  —  Afiairt  of  a 

dub  or  part- 
nerebip,  all 

In  1836,  the  JUiance  Gh&b,  consistinir  of  100  mem-  persons  in- 

^     '  ^  tereited  must 


was  formed,  and  for  that  purpose,  a  lease  of  a  be  made 

'^^use  in  Pall  Mall  was  taken,  and  a  ({uantity  of  fur-  ^tf'^*^*  .^ 

.Sture  hired.      Rules   were^  as  usual,   made  for  the  areAmncrous; 

anagement  of  the  club,  and  amongst  them,  one,  by  ^^^^^  "i^nt  for 

^^>^r  Saich  Messrs.  Hopkinson  the  bankers  of  the  clab  w|Fe  one  to  sue 

^^^^ne  authorised  to  receive  monies  on  account  of  Hie  ^^  «tbers. 
^^l^jb.     The  manairinfr  committee  were  to  consist  of      Awitre- 

^'^^^enty,  and  every  member  was  to  be  bound  by  the  ma-  partnership 

J*»«il,  at.  general  meeting.  Sf^efw^T 

out  praying 

The  pecuniaiy  affairs  of  the  club  having  become  "ftj^'i^l 

^^  ■^  ibarrassed,  it  was  agreed,  at  a  special  general  meet-  dissolved,  and 

flbal  the  subscription  should  be  raised,  and  that  the  ^^^^  autbo- 

iii9sm  which  had  been  hired  should  be  purchased,  ^^  ^ . 
'  .        1  r  realiiethe 

th  monies  to  be  raised  by  subscription  by  way  of  asscuand 

amongst  the  members,  and  400Z.  borrowed  of  the  ^^"fj.^  ^  {^^^ 

\;  ■  that  purpose 

the  lease  was 
vested  in  A. 
The  PhiatiS  Richardson,  the  DefendanU  Hastings,  Jf.,  and  C.A„ 

nkk  apd  twenty-one  other  members  accordingly  sub-  ^ut  tlie  con- 


-iteif  a  sum  of  805i  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  [^^"^"iJ'®^^^ 
*^^  furnitufe^  which  was  paid  into  the  bankers  on  ac-  members  of 


It  of  the  club,  and  by  an  indenture  of  the  27th  J?j^J^^;^,ij 

of  the  lease  and 
property,  and 
illn  ■Misi^     A.  R,  and  D.  (anocher  committee-man)  siened  the  receipt, 
l[!^^  X  and  ^.  al«M)  rtoeived  the  moocy*    In  a  bill  to  make  J.  and  B,  account: 
^^^^^  that  C  aad  JD.  were  not  necessary  parties. 

^OL.  VIL  X 


802  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1844.        of  JafUdojy  18S8,  made  between  Hastings^  Emh^  and 
^^^^^^"^     Stewart  of  the  first  part,  the  several  subscribing  mem- 

RlCBARDSON  ,  ,  n    .       «.        . 

«.  bers  of  the  second  part,  the  owner  oi  the  furniture  of 

Hastiwos.  ^g  ^jjjj.j  pg^^  ^jjg  bankers  of  the  fourth  part,  and  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  fifth  part,  it  was  agreed  that  the  furniture 
should  be  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  upon  trust  (in  case  the 
club  should  pay  the  bankers  the  400/.  in  January  1889) 
for  the  club,  but  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  sums 
subscribed  by  the  several  members,  and  1000/.  to  the 
owner  of  the  furniture ;  but  in  case  of  default  in  pay- 
ment of  the  400/.,  then  in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  WOl 
and  the  other  sums  due  to  the  owner  of  the  furniture 
and  the  subscribing  members,  and  pay  the  surplus  to 
the  committee  for  the  use  of  the  club,  and  it  was  also 
agreed  that  Hastings^  Emly  and  Stexart  should  hold  the 
lease  in  trust  to  secure  the  400/.  and  interest 

The  furniture  was  accordingly  purchased,  and  the 
lease  vested  in  Hastings^  Emly  and  Stewart. 

The  embarrassments  of  the  dub  continuing,  it  was 
agreed,  at  a  general  meeting  held  on  the  10th  of  Alay 
1889,  that  the  club  should  be  that  day  dissolved :  that 
the  committee  should  dispose  of  the  property  of  the 
club,  and  make  such  arrangement  as  they,  in  their  dis- 
cretion, might  think  fit,  for  winding  up  the  affiurs  of  the 
club  :  that  each  member  should  pay  into  the  bankers  a 
sum  of  IS/.,  to  be  applied  by  the  committee  in  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  club ;  and  that  the  committee  should 
return  to  each  member  any  balance  remaining  after 
winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  club. 

The  Plaintiff,  and  sixty-seven  other  naembers,  aceord- 
ingly  paid  13/.  each  into  the  bankers,  which  :amQunled 
in  the  whole  to  884i  -   .  i:  „., 

The 
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The  bill  alleged,  that  the  Defendants  Hastings  and        1844. 
JEmfy^  who  were  two  of  the  committee,  took  upon  them-   p"^"*^^''^ 
selves  to  act  according  to  their  own  views,  and  upon  «« 

theur  own  individual  authority,  without  consulting  the     ?^^''*«« 
committee  in  general,  or  any  meeting  properly  snm- 
moned  and  constituted,  or  obtaining  the  sanction  or 
advice  of  any  meetmg  of  the  committee ;  and  that  they, 
of  their  own  mere  will  and  without  the  concurrence 
or  authority  of  the  committee  or  any  duly  constituted 
meeting  thereof,  sold  the  lease,  furniture,  and  other 
property  of  the  club,  and  received  the  proceeds  thereof, 
ivhich  they  retained  in  their  possession.    It  also  alleged, 
^at  1200/.  had  been  received  by  Hastings  and  Emfy 
Mor  the  furniture,  but  that  the  receipt  for  the  same  had 
l>een  signed  by  them  and  by  Dobson^  who  was  auditor  of 
€be  accounts  and  one  of  the  members  of  the  committee. 
That  the  Defendants  Hastings  and  Emly  closed  the  ac- 
^x>unt  with  the  bankers  of  the  club,  and  opened  one  in 
^eir  own  names  with  another  banker,  into  which  bank 
'^ey  placed,  to  their  own  account,  all  the  funds  which 
mfaey  had  received  belonging  to  the  club.     That  besides 
^hese  sums,  Hastings  and  Emly  had  induced  other  mem- 
rs  of  the  club  to  pay  them  their  contributions. 


The  bill  alleged,  that  the  bankers  and  the  owner  of 
"^be  furniture  had  been  paid,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  and 
"^he  other  members  of  the  club  who  subscribed  for  the 
[purchase  of  the  furniture,  and  (subject  to  their  claims) 
^all  file  members  of  the  club,  were  the  only  parties  in- 
Ib^rested,  as  cestuis  que  trust  of  the  furniture  or  the  pro- 
duce thereof. 

'  -^  Tke  bill  contained  charges  of  misconduct  on  the  part 
^>f  the  Defendants:  —  that  they  had  refused  to  ac- 
^rount :  —  and  that  the  parties  interested  in  the  accounts 
^bQ  relief  thereby  prayed,   and   on  whose  behalf  the- 

X  2  Plaintiff 
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1644*       Plaintiff  was  now  suing,  were  very  nameroust  and  that 

Jr^  V^-     no  suit  to  which  they  were  all  made  parties  could  be 

V.  efiectually  prosecuted. 

fiDuTnict. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Bickardson^  oa  behalf  oC  him* 
self  and  all  other  persons  (except  the  Defiendants)  who, 
at  the  time  of  die  dissolution,  were  members  of  the 
club,  against  Hastings  and  Emly^  and  it  prayed  an 
account  of  the  monies  produced  by  the  sale  of  the 
furniture  and  received  by  the  Defendants,  and  that 
what  might  be  found  due  thereon  might  be  paid  to  the 
Haintiff,  as  trustee,  and  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in 
the  indenture  of  January  18S8,  or  otherwise  that  the 
same  might  be  applied  upon  and  for  such  purposes, 
under  the  direction  of  this  Court.  It  prayed  also  an 
account  of  the  other  assets  of  the  club  received  by  the 
Defendants,  which,  after  deducting  all  sums  i^hich 
had  been  properly  paid  or  expended  by  them,  on  the 
account  or  on  behalf  of  the  club,  might  be  paid  by 
the  Defendants  into  the  bank  of  Messrs.  HopUnsonii 
Co.,  to  the  credit  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  club; 
or  if  this  honourable  Court  should  think  meetj  intO'  tht 
Bank  of  England^  to  the  credit  of  this  cause,  or  otlMih» 
wise,  that  the  same  might  be  applied,  under  ^hm 
direction  of  this  Court,  upon  and  for  the  putTitise^Mto 
which  the  same  was  properly  applicable;  and* idiatrad 
account  might  be  taken  of  ali  such  of  the  a8$^t9<ind 
effects  of  the  club  (if  any)  which  remained  uiAreadifc^ 
and  undisposed  of,  and  also  an  account  of  aU'SoeUidebls 
and  liabilities  of  the  club  due  and  remainingdtisadsitd 
at  the  time  of  the  dissolution  thereof,  as  were  ukipflid>vind 
unsatisfied,  and  that  proper  directions  might  be  given 
for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  thereof,  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  other  members  of  the  club  (6tbier.-tkUi(t)ie 
Defendants)  being  willing,  in  case'  the  sdaii  sHdiiltt'^  M 
necessary,  to  contribute  rateably  all  sDcfi  'sum  or  siims 

of 
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of  money  sa  tnig^t  be  necessary  for  such  purpose ;  or  if       184I'. 
theassets  of  the  club  should  be  more  than  sufficient  for   J-*~^^-" 
the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  unpaid  and  on-  v. 

satisfied  debts  and  h'abilities  of  the  club,  then  that  the     HASTMtt. 
residue  thereof  might  be  divided  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  odn^  parties  who  were  members  of  the  club  at 
the  dissoIotioQ  thereof  or   their  personal  represents 
adves^ 

The  Defendants  filed  a  general  deipurrer  for  want 
of  equity  and  for  want  of  parties,  and  thereby  insisting^ 
that  the  other  members  of  the  committee,  Sietottrt^  the 
other  members  parties  to  the  deed  of  18S8,  the  other 
Aibscribers  to  the  furniture  fund,  and  Dobsan^  were 
aiecessary  parties. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Hubbackf  in  support  of  the  de* 

iMarrer,  argued^  that  the  bill,  in  eflTect,  sought  to  have 

^^Ine  aflEdrs  of  the  club  wound  up,  which  could  not  be 

^done^  except  in  a  suit  to  which  all  the  members  were 

maode  parties;  Evans  v.  Sokes,  (a)    That  a  suit  could  not 

^petinalituted  by  one  of  a  class  on  behalf  of  the  others, 

\  their  interests  were  the  same,  and  the  relief  sought 

;  in  its  nature  beneficial  to  all  those  whom  the  Plaintiff 

^indeptook' to  represent;   Gray  v.  Chaplin. (b)     That 

lifiTBii  the  subscribers  to  the  furniture  fund  were  entided 

Mo\A>%i-6iffkt  pSLidf  and  had  manifestly  an  interest  quite 

^gppim^\to  the  general  body  of  those  members  who  had 

^atii»'toib80»bed^  and  which  latter  body  ought  in  some 

'^B^HKMthes.io  be  represented  in  the  suit;  Richardson 


«^4*]  kEUn^  Mi  lApd  lee  JDraib         {h)  Q  S.^  Si.  p.  S79. 
^m^S^/ff^if^  y,„p,  jp^  8i8t  of        (c)  a  Y.  ♦  C.  iN.  C.)  sot 
JMarck  aad  12th  Julu  18^14. 


That 


Hastings. 
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1844*.  That  the  parties  were  not  so  numerous  as  to  entitle 

Richardson   ^^^  Plaintiff  to  sue  on    their  behalf;   Bainbridge  v. 
V.  Burton  {a\  where  thirty-eight  persons  interested  were 

required  to  be  nmde  parties. 

That  Siewart  was  a  necessary  party,  being  a  trustee 
of  the  lease ;  and  that  Dobsonj  who  had  signed  the  re- 
ceipt for  the  purchase  money  for  the  furniture,  and  was 
liable  for  the  amount,  was  also  a  necessary  party  to  the 
suit 

Mr.  Kinderdey^  Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Cameron^  in 
support  of  the  bilL  The  demurrer  on  record  does  not 
insist  that  all  the  members  of  the  club  are  necessary 
parties,  as  has  been  argued  at  the  bar.  They  are  not, 
however,  necessary  parties,  for  the  suit  does  not  seek 
to  have  the  affairs  of  the  club  finally  wound  up,  but 
merely  to  compel  the  two  Defendants  who  have  received 
the  assets  of  the  club  to  account  tor  and  render  them  to 
the  proper  custody.  If  the  latter  part  of  the  prayer  of 
the  bill  be  considered  as  asking  a  settlement  of  all  the 
affairs  of  the  club,  such  relief  may,  according  to  the 
recent  authority  of  JVallworth  v.  Holi  (6),  be  bad  in  a 
suit  constituted  like  the  present,  or  at  all  events,  it  may 
be  waived  at  the  hearing,  and  Uie  relief  asked  confined 
to  the  first  part  of  the  prayer,  namely,  the  account  of 
the  monies  received  by  the  Defendants.  It  is  to  thq 
common  interest  of  all  the  members  that  this  oommon 
fund  should  be  recovered. 

The  interests  of  the  subscribers  and  nonsubscribers 
to  the  furniture  fund  are  no  more  conflicting  than  those 
of  a  mortgagee  and  the  general  creditors  of  a  deceased 
party,  in  which  case  the  mortgagee  may  sue  on  behalf 

of 

(a)  'J  Beav,  539.  (6)  4  MyL  ^  Cr.  €\9* 
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^c^f  himself*  and  all  other  the  creditors. 
,^^?VrM(«),  Skey  v.  BermetL  (b) 


Greefmoodv.        1844. 


Neither  Stewart  nor  Dobson  are  necessary  parties; 
ey  have  received  no  part  of  the  assets,  and  are  in  no 
ay  accountable. 


RiCHARDtOV 

Habtutqs. 


The  Master  qftke  Rolls. 

There  is  no  doubt  of  the  Plaintiff's  equity,  but  I  am 

^i^f  opinion  that  this  bill  is  so  framed  as  by  its  nature  to 

1::^^  defective  for  want  of  parties ;  it  is  in  vain  for  the 

ir^Jabtiff  to  say  that  he  will  stop  and  limit  the  relief  to 

t:liat  which  is  first  prayed.     The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,. in- 

stxhstance,  that  the  aflairs  of  this  concern  may  be  wound 

uf^  which  cannot  be  effected  unless  all  the  questions 

•^^tfrcen  the  parties  are  first  settled  and  decided.     It 

appearing,  therefore,  upon  the  bill,  that  questions  may 

probably  arise  between  those  persons  on  whose  behalf 

^^    bill  purports  to  be  filed,  they  cannot  be  settled  in 

*eir  absence. 

^t  one  time,  the  Court  would  not  entertain  a  suit 
^^^i'^en  parties  in  relation  to  partnership  transactions, 
^^'^•pt  upon  a  bill  to  wind  up  the  partnership.  That  is 
^^^  Qow  the  rule  of  the  Court,  for  I  think,  and  the  cases 
^*^iofc  have  been  referred  to  corroborate  that  view,  that 
^^ '  Omrt  will,  as  between  partners,  entertain  a  bill  to 
^^^^^<a  question  which  may  arise  between  them,  with- 
®^^  proceeding  to  wind  up  the  concerns  and  afiairs  of 
^^  partnership. 

One  asguiMiit  used  in  support  of  the  bill  is,  that  if  it 
^^  Mopped,  and  simply  asked  for  the  accounts  against 

'  iii.,.|  ..J  these 

C«)  2  Hare,  841.  note(d).  And  see  Aldridge  v.  Wesibrook, 

tt)  8  r.  ^   C.{N.  C.)   405.      5  Beat.  p.  193. 

X  4 
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i44^.        these  Defendants,  and  that  they  should  pay  the  balance 

,:-"^'^      found  due  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  under  the  control 

».  contemplated  by  the  agreement  between  the  members, 

Hastings,     ^h^^jji^p  pet^ona  woudd  hat'  bg  necessary  pmrties.     Thai 

may  be  so;  but  so  long  fts  there  can  be  any  questior 

between  the  Plaintiff  and  those  whom  he  proposes  t< 

'   vepresentatiaad  which  must  be  decided  before  the  finU! 

can  bsi  disposed  of|  so  long  I  chink  the  bill  will  be  ae 

jCeclive.ifoir  want  of  parties.    I  think  the  case  is  « 

stated  by  the  bill  as  not   to  preclude  questions  vkl 

respect  to  the  several  contributions. 

I  do  not  see  why  either  Mr.  Steacari  or  Mr.  Dobsm 
should  be  made  a  party  to  this  suit,  nor  do  I  think  that  thi 
Plaintiff  would  be  prevented  from  calling  these  particulai 
Defendants  to  account  for  their  receipts  in  the  abseno 
of  the  other  members,  provided  the  bill  stopped  tfaefc 
and  did  not  go  on  to  seek  a  final  distribution  of  tli< 
funds  and  the  winding  up  of  the  partnership.  I  shal 
disallow  the  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  and  allow. 3 
for  want  of  parties  without  costs,  and  I  shall  give  thi 
Plaintiff  leave  to  amend  the  bill,  either  by  adding  par 
ties,  if  he  should  be  so  advised,  or  by  altering  the  fraiN 
of  the  bill  so  as  to  make  it  appear  that  it  is  not  necdi 
sary  to  add  parties.  .<•» 


i 
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The  Ooardiaiis  of  WIMBORNE  UNION  v.       April  2.7. 24. 
MASSON. 


T 


iHIS  was  ft  motion  for  liberty  to  amend  the  bill,  and  Under  the 

the  question  was,  whether  the  application  ought  to  Order  of "  ^ 

be  made  to  the  Master,  or  to  the  Court  in  the  first  i»2R,thestx 
.  weeks  after 

xnstance.  the  answer  is 

to  be  deemed 
sufficienty 
The  bill  was  filed  against  Massoriy  and  against  an-  within  which 

other  Defendant,  who  disclaimed,  and  was  dismissed.  obteii"alf  ^"* 

.Alter  several  inefiectual  attempts,  Masson,  on  the  27th  order  to 

€>fJubf  1843,  put  in  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  original  reference'to 

bilL     On  the  7th  of  December  1848,  the  Plaintifls  ob-  the  answer  to 

tained  an  order  to  amend,  which  they  did  accordingly,     and  not  to  aa 
,  amended  bill. 

After  a  full 
On  the  29th  of  January  1844,  Masson^  who  was  then  answer  the 

the  sole  Defendant,  put  in  his  answer  to  the  amended  amendwl 

bil]^    which  became  sufficient  on   the  25th  of  March  The  Defend- 

'^ lowing.    This  answer  having  disclosed  circumstances  the  amended 

^^feh  rendered  it  necessary  for  the  Plamtiffs  to  make  *****•,  ?'^, 

weeks  had  ex* 
^  -<^  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  Plaintiffs  applied  to  the  pired  from 

Court,  in  the  first  instance,  for  liberty  to  amend.     The  jJhen^  g^j 

application  was  supported  by  the  proper  affidavit.  but  not  from  * 

the  time  when 
the  second 
liy  the  ISth  amended  Order  of  Ajtril  1828  {a\  it  is  answer  was  to 

P^'ovided,  "  That  after  an  answer  has  been  filed,  the  sufficient.  '' 

■^l^intiff  shall  be  at  liberty  before  filing  a  replication  to  ^^'^^  ^*V*' 
oK»     .  .  .  .  ...  any  further 

^^^m,   upon  motion  or  petition  without  notice,  one  application 

^«"der  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill ;  but  no  further  leave  i^,'J.Xmirt 
^mend  shall  be  granted  after  an  answer  and  before  be  made  to 

^plication,  unless  the  Court  shall  be  satbfied,'' &c.,  and  g^j  not  to  the 

it   Master. 

(a)  Ori.Can.8. 


810 


1844*. 


WlMBORNB 

Union 

V. 

Masson. 
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it  afterwards  proceeds,  ^^  but  no  order  to  amend  slildl 
be  made  after  answer  and  before  replication,  either 
without  notice  or  upon  affidavit,  in  manner  hereinbefoiti 
mentioned,  unless  such  order  be  obtained  within  six 
weeks  after  the  ansnoer,  if  there  be  only  one  Defendant^ 
or  after  the  last  of  the  answers,  if  there  be  two  or  matte 
Defendants,  is  to  be  deemed  sufficient.^ 

The  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  94.  s.  IS.  enacts,  that  the  Masters 
in  Ordinary  shall  hear  and  determine  all  applications 
for  leave  to  amend  bills,  &c. ;  and  the  20th  Order  of 
December  18SS(fl),  directs  "that  all  special  applica- 
tions for  leave  to  withdraw  replication  as  well  as  to 
amend  bill,  shall  be  heard  and  determined  by  such  Mas- 
ter in  rotation.** 

Under  these  circumstances  the  question  was,  whether 
the  application  ought  to  have  been  made  to  the  Master 
in  the  first  instance,  and  to  the  Court  by  way  of  appeaU 

Mr.  7^71^  and  Mr.  Lewin  in  support  of  the  applica- 
tion. The  question  is,  whether,  under  the  ISth  amended 
Order,  the  six  weeks  are  to  be  reckoned  from  the  time 
when  the  answer  to  the  original  or  to  the  amended  bill 
was  to  be  deemed  sufficient  If  from  the  former,  tbeo 
the  13th  Order  is  imperative,  that  no  order  to  amend 
shall  afterwards  be  made ;  and  the  Master  having  no  Mr 
thority  to  relax  this  rule  (&},  the  application  is  properly 
made  to  the  Court. 

It  has  been  expressly  decided  that  the  six  weeks  has 
reference  to  the  answer  to  the  original  bill :  Haddelsea 

V.  Neoile 


[a)  Ord,  Can.  50.  Cr.  257. ;  Smkh  v.    Wetsier,  5 

(A)  Lloyd  V.  WaUy  4  Myl.  *      -Wy/.  *  Cr.  244. 
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-v**  z^Jevile  {a)j  and  Beriolacci  ▼.  Johnstone  (b) ;  and  al- 
though Lord  Lofndhurst  in  Wharton  v.  Svoann  (c),  said, 
t1rm.^e  the  impression  upon  his  mind  was,  that  the  term 
**  answer/'  used  in  the  ISth  of  the  new  Orders,  re- 
f^K^red  to  the  answer  to  the  amended  bill,  still,  that  is 
q«:ai^e  inconsistent  with  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham 
^  *^  the  Attorney-General  v.  Nethercoat  (d),  and  with  Davii 
^^*  J^rout.  (e)  If  such  were  not  the  true  construction 
•^*"    ^hc  Order,  a  Plaintiff  might  amend  indefinitely,  as 

^'^'^^^y  fresh  amendment  would  extend  the    time   for 

'^'^g^ Icing  another. 


1844. 


JiiiatMU  y.  Palmer  {g)  was  also  cited. 


lAf  r.  WiUcock^  contra.  This  application  ought  to  have 
^^n  made  to  the  Master,  for  the  six  weeks  must  be 
'Unnted  from  the  period  when  the  answer  to  the  exist- 
^  record,  namely  to  the  amended  bill  is  to  be  deemed 
CBcient;  from  that  answer  alone  the  necessity  for  a 
:Knher  amendment  became  disclosed.  It  has  been  so 
^^ided  by  Lord  Lyndhurzt  in  Wharton  v.  Swanhf  and 
•^^ently  by  Sir  Z^  Shadwell  in  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  {h)  In 
^^iddelsea  v.  Nevile,  and  Attorney-General  v.  Nether^ 
^^Jiy  the  decision  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Wharton  v.  Swann 
<Cte  not  referred  to. 


Mr.  2\Amer  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  a  former  case  I  had  occasion  to  observe,  that  by 
ie  13th  Order,  the  Court  intended  a  protection  for 

each 


(a)  4  Beao.  28. 
(6)  a  Hare,  638. 
(e)  S  MtfL  4-  JT.  369. 
Cd)  9  MyL  4-  C>.  604. 


{e)  5  Beav,  575, 
ig)  10  Am.  241. 
(A)  V.  C.  E.,  March 
1844. 


18th, 


8ie 
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Win  BORNE 

Union 

V, 

Masson. 


each  and  every  of  the  Defendants  who  had  answere^^^*^ 
and  I  retain  that  opinion. 

As  it  is  represented  that  there  is  unfortunately  a  coir^  • 
flict  of  authorities^  (Av  the  poinf^  li^iil  look  at  all  tfasr::^ 
cases ;  but  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  constriK:^.^^ 
ib^  WQii4r«{^-^sw«rr  diSerenfly  iu  the. two.  parts  qfii 
Gwwr*i  Order. 


>::<,i.jj* 


V^f^J^^*'      *''^^*^  MASTkR  of  life  Rolls  said,  he  had  examined 
'   .1     -  .  >.    auihoritiei^,  and  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  ans* 

referred  to  in  the  ISth  Order  was  the  answer  to 

eih'ginal,  and  not  to  the  amended  bilL 


Note.  —  This  decision  has  been  since  followed  by  Sir  /«  Wi^m 
in  Dean  v.  Hickmbotham^  S4th  July  1845.^  .  ^ 


uUi,   •  ''' 


•..,:•  1 


.'VI. _  '  UjIU   I>I!1J  >M0J/-II1* 

:  jij  't.rb  bdi,  ,'i?i3j;:: 
I     ■  1.    J;i(i  .noil»"3ij|.    ;•■ 

ii-  'V'j'i  lud  "  ,iiin)  It. 

■■.:  ul'^uo  9i\  ibii1«r '!•.• 

t.»  yiJ  TjTiunifjb  Ifiian-^i-. 

>Kl  J.  ri  nC><rl9C]  3ll3<:(fi 

•  noiii  'jr!)  '(^G«i  liiu:  Ii." 
I'jfuna/o  ec*r  noij:j*ii 
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DALTONr.  HAYTEIt  AprUn. 

npBlSP  etme  tnme  on  upon  A  genercil  4«tntn>rar  ftit  a  person 

•■•     TOit  of  equity  and  want  of  parties,    TMc?  iMtttrial  ^SJ'if^" 

statements  of  the  bill  were  as  follow :  —  demption 

cannot  make 
the  mortgagee 

By  a  settlement  executed  in  1813  the  Skafiffs  estate  ap?rtr,i?.<^ 

suit  re^Dect~ 
^V  settled  on  Nathaniel  DaUon  for  life,  with  remaindor  ing  the  mort- 

^  SoberiF.  G.  Dalion  for  Kfe,  with  remainder  to  hia  soged  estate 
^  '  without  ofler- 

^^t  son  in  tail  (the  Plaintiff),  with  power  to  Robert  JFl  ing  to  redeem; 

^*  DaUm  to  charge  the  estate  with  20,000/.  for  his  ^o^J^^ag^^^^^^ 

^^^  use,  and  a  term  was  limited  to  Lethbridge  and  by  deed  to 

^^<ttii/,  in  triist  to  raise  20,000^  for  the  younger  children   mortgagee 

^^  JLobert  F.  G.  Dalton.  "^^  "^^  « 

party,  had 

conveyed 
l^revious  to  1824  the  Sftanh  estate  had  been  charged,  ^"^^^^[ee,^^^^ 

^•^der  the  power,  to  Ingram  with  10,000/.  out  of  the  sell  and  pay 

«/*  ^^^r     off  the  mort- 
20,000/., 


«»i 


gage,  lo  as  to 
exonerate  the 


^^5^ingi^  estate,  it  was  held  that  a  person  interested  in  the  equity  of  redemption 
^^^ht  me  a  bill«  not  ofiering  to  redeem,  against  the  mortgagee  and  trustees,  to  have 

**  execution  of  the  trust. 

^^  -^ka  estate  was  mortgaged,  and  by  a  deed  to  which  the  mortgagee  was  not  a  party, 

"^^  mortgagor  conveyed  another  estate  to  trustees  to  sell  and  pay  off  the  mort- 

^^^e,  &c.    A  party  interested  in  the  equity  of  redemption  filed  a  bill  against  the 

5r^*teet  and  mortgagee  to  have  an  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed;  and  it  charged, 

^'^^t  the  parties  to  tne  trust  deed  did  not  intend  to  create  any  trust  for  the  mort- 

^^^ce,  and  that  the  trustees  alleged  that  the  mortgagee  was  interested  in  the  matters 

^     question,  but  the  Plaintiff  charged  the  contrary,  and  that  he  had  no  legal  or 

HULitaWc  interest  in  the  estate,  not  being  entitled  to  any  interest  under  the  deed 

^*^  trust,  *"  but  nevertheless  he  made  some  claim  to  be  interested  therein,  the  nature 

^^  ^hicb  he  ought  to  set  forth."    Held,  that  this  statement  of  claim  prevented  a 

^'^Vkcral  demurrer  by  the  mortgagee. 

^To  sustain  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  the  Defendant  must  shew  that  the 

^^^sent  person  is  a  necessary  party  according  to  the  case  of  such  Defendant. 

«     An  estate  was  charged  witn  a  mortgage  and  with  portions,  and  a  term  was  vested 

^^    trustees  for  secunng  the  portions.    A  second  estate  was  conveyed  on  trust  to 

^U  and  pay  the  mortgage  and  portions.    In  a  suit  for  the  execution  of  the  trusu, 

r^e  mortgagee  objected  that  the  trustees  of  the  term  were  not  parties;  but  the  ob- 

^^ction  was  o?  erruled. 
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1844.        20,0002.,  and  Bdbert  F.  G.  Dalton  being  about  to  chai 
it  with  the  remaining  10,000/.,  an  agreement  was  coi 
to  between  Nathaniel  Daltoti  and  Robert  F.  G.  Dalti 
by  which  Robert  F.  G.  DaUon,  for  valuable  considei 
tion,  agreed  to  throw  the  two  charges  of  20,000^  pi 
marily  upon  the  Bagber  and  Semley  estates^  to  which 
was  entitled  in  reversion  in  fee  expectant  on  the  d 
o{  Nathaniel  Dalton. 


Accordingly  by  indenture  dated  the  6th  o{  Jpril  18S 
made  between  Robert  F.  G.  Dalton^  Nathaniel . 
and  the  Defendant  Hayter^  a  trustee,  the  Bagber  ai^^HK^d 
Sendey  estates  were  conveyed  to  Hayter^  subject  to  tl=     ^e 
life  interest  of  Nathaniel  Dalton  therein,  upon  trust,  i        ■  n 
the  death  of  Nathaniel  Dalton^  to  sell,  and  apply  t& — ^e 
produce  in  payment  of  another  mortgage  of  10,000*    ^^*t 
charged  exclusively  on  the  Bagber  and  SemUy  estate,  i 
vested  in  jf  Court,  and  afterwards  to  pay  Ingram  tR:=^^  ® 
mortgage  for  20,000/.^  and  then  to  pay  the  20,0002. 
younger  children's  portions.     The  mortgagees  were  n 
parties  to  this  deed.     At  the  same  time,  the  Shanks  ^ 
tate  was  charged  to  Ingram  with  the  remaining  10,00C 

Ingramh  mortgage  for  20,000/.  became  vested  in  tF 

Defendant  Beavan,  and  ACourf^  mortgage  on  the . 

ber  and  Sendey  estate  became  vested  in  Moody*    Nathanf 

Dalton  having  died  in  1 825,  this  bill  was  filed  again^^ 

Hayter   the    trustee,   Moody  the    mortgagee    on 

Bagber  and  Semley  estates,  Beavan  the  mortgagee  fo 

20,000/.  on  the  Shafiks  estate,  and  against  the  yoong 

children.     The  trustees  of  the  term  of  1000  years 

securing  the  younger  children's  portions  were  not  ma 

parties  to  the  suit.     The  bill  sought  to  charge 

trustee  for  breach  of  duty  in  not  having  sooner  sold  i 

estate,  and  it  prayed  for  a  sale  of  the  Bagber  and  Seml^ 

estates,  and  for  the  application  of  the  produce  i 

to 
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to  the  trusts  of  tbe  deed  of  1824,  but  it  sought  no 
specific  relief  against  the  mortgagees,  nor  did  it  offer  to 
redeem  them* 

The  bill  contained  the  following  charges ;  —  *^  that  it 
was  not,  in  any  manner,  the  intention  of  tbe  parties  to 
the  said  indenture  of  the  6th  of  April  1824,  to  create 
any  trust  for  the  said  Charles  Ashe  ACowrt^  or  the  said 
Christopher  Ingram^  or  the  younger  children  entitled  to 
^ch  portions  as  aforesaid^  and  charged  on  the  said 
Shanks  estate,  but  solely  to  exonerate  the  said  Shanks 
^tate  from  the  aforesaid  charges  thereon.'^ 

**  And  the  Defendant  Hayter  alleges,  that  the  Defend- 
^^ts  Moody  and  Beavan,  and  the  brothers  and  sister  of 
^^  Plaintiff  are  interested  in  the  matters  in  question  in 
^^    suit;  but  the  Plaintiff  charges  the  contrary  to  be 
^^e»  and  that  the  said  last-mentioned  parties  hax)e  not 
any    i^g^i  Of.  equitable  interest  in  the  said  Bagber  and 
^*nl^  estates^   or   the  rents  and  profits  thereof,   not 
^*^g  entitled,  in  any  way,  to  any  estate  or  interest 
therein,  or  charge  thereon,  under  the  said  indenture 
^^^ondly  hereinbefore  stated,  and  dated  the  6th  of  April 
^  ^24,  but  nevertheless  they  make  jsome  claim  to  be  in^ 
.  ^^ested  therein^  the  nature  whereof  they  ought  respec- 
tively to  set  forth/* 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  Beavan  filed  a  demurrer 
^T)r  want  of  equity  and  want  of  parties. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Beavan  in  support  of  the 

^Cl^marrer.     Admitting,  for  the  purpose  of  thisdemurrer, 

^very  allegation  in  this  bill  to  be  true,  then  it  appears 

^attfae  Defendant  Beavan  has  no  interest  in  the  matters 

Sn  question,  or  in  the  Bagber  and  Semley  estates,  but  he 

imerely  **  makes  some  claim  to  be  interested  therein." 

It  is  qoile  immaterial  what  claim  he  may  make,  if,  for  the 

purposes 
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purposes  of  the  PlaiDtiflP's  argument,  be  most  be 

to  have  no  interest ;  **  a  general  vagoe  charge  Aat 

Defendant  claims  an  interest  in  the  matters  in  qnesli 

in  the  suit,  is  insufficient  to  avoid  a  demurrer." 

V.  Plumbe.  {a)      If  it  were  otherwise  the  most  perf< 

stranger  mighti  by  means  of  such  a  charge,  be  made 

Defendant  to  any  suit  in  equity.    The  Plaintiff  seeks  n 

relief  against  the  Defendant :  if  he  wishes  to  know  hi 

claims  on  the  estate  it  is  matter  of  discovery  merely. 

Secondly,  no  bill  can  properly  be  filed  against 
mortgagee  by  a  party  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption 
except  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  him ;  Tasker  \ 
Small  (J),  Pearse  v.  Hewitt,  (c)  It  b  the  offer  which  th( 
party  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  makes  to  re 
deem,  and  which  subjects  him  to  be  foreclosed,  that  raisei 
his  equity ;  without  that,  this  Court  will  consider  thi 
mortgagee  as  absolute  owner  of  the  estate.  I^nppose  diii 
suit  to  go  on,  all  the  accounts  will  be  taken,  and  tl 
it  will  be  found  that  the  produce  of  the  second  ettol 
is  insufficient  to  pay  off  the  first  mortgage  to  jf  Court; 
but  even  if  there  remained  a  surplus,  a  mortgagee  is  noi 
bound  to  receive  a  payment  in  part  It  will  be  sai< 
that  the  Defendant  may  be  interested  in  the  produce  o\ 
the  estate,  but  that  will  not  make  him  a  proper  party. 
None  can  be  properly  parties  to  a  suit  for  specific  per 
formance  except  the  parties  to  the  contract;  the  crs/ii£ 
(fue  trustf  though  interested  in  the  produce  cannot 
made  parties ;  TasJcer  v.  SmaU.  (d)  It  may  then  be  said 
that  he  is  interested  in  the  account ;  but  *'  a  party  is  nol 
to  be  brought  before  the  Court  to  stand  by  that  he  m$g 
be  bound  by  the  account  to  be  taken  between  two  othei 
persons;'*  Ramsbottom  y.  WQlU$.{e) 

Thirdly, 

(a)  4  r.4-  Col.  34S.  see  Wood  v.   fVkile,  4  MyL  It 

{b)  3  Myl  ^  Cr.  p.  69.  O.  460. 

(c)  7  Simmu^  p.  479.  (e)  CooU  onMoHf^t,  p.  f  10. 

(d)  5  MffK  4-  O.  p.  68*  And     and  /wo6«  p.  S5S. 
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. .  Xb4n%»  the  trusteesof  tbe  term  areBecetd^  pai;^        IBM. 
Jf  .the  youoger  childreo  are  necessary  parties  iheir  tfus* 
$€m$  wbohave  the  legal  term,  are al^ojoeoessfwy  parties 
to  this  sait* 

Mr.  ffpodf  contra^  in  support  of  the  bill.     The  D^ 
fendant  should  have  disclaimed,  otherwise  the  K^M/rp 
must  make  a  declaration  of  his  right  tjieFore  it  cap  ad- 
minister the  trusts.     The  Plaintiff  who  is  interested  in 
the  Shanks  estate,  and  also  in  the  Bagber  estate,  desires 
to  have  the  trusts  affecting  the  latter  estate  p^rjefl;into 
effect}  so  as  to  exonerate  the  Shanks  estate^    .{I^coor 
sidered  that  the  Defendant  Beavan  bad  no  .interest  in 
the  Bagber  estates ;  but  the  trustee  insisted  he  had  and 
that  he  was  a  necessary  party.     It  is  said  that  a  general 
charge  in  the  bill  that  a  party  claims  an  interest  is  not 
aQfEcientto  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  an  answer,  but  though 
jl.  witness  cannot  be  made  a  Defendant,  yet,  **if  the  bill 
chsurges  he  b  interested,  the  Defendant  must  plead  and 
support  it  by  an  answer  denying  that  allegation,  and  can- 
jiot  deipur ; ''  Plummer  v.  Mcy  (a),  Fenton  v.  Hughes*  (i) 
..'iC^^e,  present  bill  expressly  states  that  the  Defendant 
|g:^|f4m8  an  interest,  and  at  the  same  time  denies   the 
^^afjD^^I  .the  Defendant  ought,  therefore,  either  to  disclaim 
^i|  Xf^  s^t  put  his  claim,  if  any  exist 

'^ .    ne  admftted  that  the  general  rule  was  that,  ordinarily, 
w^  moirtsaff^  ^could  only  l)e  brought  before  the  Court 

fpr  tiie  purpose  of  redemption,  but  distinguished  this 
aie,  wmcKi  tfr'as"  for  carrying  the  trusts  of  a  deed  into 
«iiec1itiUA"*Jind  which  could  not  be  done  in  the  absence 
^^ra^^^mes ^interested  or  claiming  an  interest. 

.tie  contended  that  thfe  trustees  of  the  term  were  not 

*^cfey4kfy  parties. 

*■     W\l.  f   .,\»iVU     .   »..■■;  Mr. 

(a)  1  TM.sen.  426.  '  (3)  7  F«.  i87. 
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184*.  Mr.  Kindersley,  in  reply. 

Daltov 

o.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Hayter. 


It  seems  by  a  deed  executed  in  1812,  power  wa 
given  to  Mr.  Dalton  to  raise  a  sum  of  20,0002.  for  hi: 
own  use,  and  besides  that,  a  term  was  created  for  th( 
purpose  of  providing  portions  to  the  amount  of  20,000^— 
for  his  younger  children.     It  is  unnecessary  to  say  any^^ 
thing  respecting  the  limitations  of  the  estate.     In  th^ 
year  1824,  and  by  the  execution  of  the  power  to  rais^ 
20,000/.,  Mr.  Ingram  became  the  owner  of  the  charge  oi 
20,0002^  on  the  Shanks  estate.     Contemporaneously  witls 
this,  other  estates,  called  thd  Bagber  and  Sendey  estates, 
were  conveyed  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  raise  money  to  b^ 
applied,  in  the  first  place,  in  exoneration  of  the  charges 
on  the  Shanks  estate.     It  does  not  appear  by  these  deeds, 
that  the  incumbrancer  on  the   Shanks  estate   had   any^ 
right  to  interfere,  in  any  way,  with  the  execution  of  th^ 
trusts  relating  to  the  Bagber  and  Semley  estates,  al— ' 
though,  in  one  view  of  the  subject,  it  might  be  said  thaC- 
the  mortgage,  though  secured  on  the  Shanks  estate, 
to  be  provided  for  by  means  of  the  trusts  afiecting  th< 
Bagber  and  Semley  estates.     After  all,  the  legal  righl 
of  the  mortgagee  rested  solely  on  the  Shatiks  estate 
far  as  now  appears. 

This  bill  is  filed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  intt 
execution  the  trusts  relating  to  the  Bagber  and  aS^^ 
estates,  calling  on  the  trustee  to  account  for  the  re- 
ceipts and  proceeds  in  respect  of  a  portion  of  the  estate 
that  had  been  sold,  and  praying  a  sale  of  that  part  ol 
the  estate  which  remains  unsold,  and  that  the  money 
may  be  applied,  according  to  the  trusts,  in  exoneration 
of  the  Shanks  estate. 

The 
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The  trastee,  being  called  upon  to  render  his  ac-        1844. 
^sounts  and  carry  the  trusts  into  execution,  alleges,  that     ^^T^^*^ 
CJie  ISefendant  Beavan,  who  now  represents  Ingram^  has  9. 

interest  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts.     The  words      Matter, 
allied  in  the  bill  are  not  so,  but  ^^  that  he  has  an 
Snterest  in  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit''    The 
vnatters  in  question  in  the  suit  are  the  matters  relating 
^o  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  Bagber  and  Semley 
estates.     Now  this  is  quite  contrary  to  the  view,  which 
5s  taken  of  the  matter  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  accordingly 
«he   Plaintiff,  after  stating  that  this  is  alleged  by  the 
trustee,  charges  the  contrary  of  these  pretences  to  be 
^rue,  and  charges  that  Mr.  Beavan  has  not  *<  any  legal 
^>r  equitable  interest  in  the  Bagber  and  SenUey  estates,  or 
^die  rents  and  profits  thereof,  not  being  entitled,  in  any 
"^nray,  to  any  estate  or  interest  therein,"  that  is,  in  the 
^JBagber  and  Sendey  estates,  ^^  or  charge  thereon,  under 
mhe  indentures  dated  on  the  5th  and  6th  of  April  1824;'' 
^^erefore  distinctly  charging  he  has  no  interest,  ^^  but 
isieyertheless   he   makes   some    claim   to  be  interested 
therein,"   that  is  to   be  interested  in  the  Bagber  and 
Sendey  estates,   under  these  deeds,  I  cannot  construe 
it  in  any  other  way  ^^  the  nature  whereof  he  ought  to 
Mt  forth." 

Now  to  (his  bill  there  is  a  demurrer  for  want  of 
equity,  and  the  first  ground  of  demurrer  is,  *'  I  am  a 
mortgagee  on  the  Skatiks  estate,  and  you  do  not  offer 
to  redeem  ipe."     If  the  question  in  this  cause  related  to 
the  Shanks  estate,  I  should  say   that  this  was  a  de- 
cisive answer  to  this  bill,  for  I  take  it  to  be  settled,  that 
the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  cannot  make  a 
niortgagee  a  party  to  any  suit  in  this  Court,  without 
offeruig  to  redeem  him ;  but  there  is  no  part  of  this  suit 
^bich  has  any  regard  to  the  Shanks  estate,  except  only 
j<^  this  way,  that  the  persons  interested  in  the  Shanks 

Y  2  estate 
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1844>.        estate  desire  to  have  an  execution  of  the  trusts  rektin 
to  the  Bagber  and  Semley  estates,  in  order  that  th< 
money  to  arise  therefrom  may  be  applied  in  exoneratit 
of  the  Shanks  estate. 


But  it  is  not  attempted  to  support  the  bill  on  tha^M 
alone.     Mr.  Wood  has  very  properly  admitted  that  d^ke 
mortgagor  cannot  make  a  mortgagee  a  party  in  respec^^^ 
of  his  mortgage  estate,  without  offering  to  redeem  him 
But  he  says  this :  you  claim  to  be  entitled ;  you  have  fil 
a  demurrer  to  this  bill,  by  which  you  admit  every  tbii 
which  is  distinctly  charged :  it  is  distinctly  charged  thi 
you  claim  to  be  interested  in  this  property,  the  Bagbe-"^, 
and  Sendey  estates  under  those  deeds.     You  admit  thi 
for  the  purpose  of  the  demurrer,  and  thereby  at 
same  time  admit,  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  have  a  sale 
this  estate  and  the  execution  of  these  trusts,  otherw; 
than  in  your  presence. 

The  answer  given  to  that  is,  that  this  allegation 
much  too  vague,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  hav 
alleged  the  interest  in  some  more  distinct  manner. 


I  am  certainly  very  desirous  not  to  introduce  a  ruCT' 
by  which  persons  can  be  brought  into  Court  on  me^ 
vague  charges  of  having  an  interest  in  the  matter;  bi^ 
I  think  the  most  useful  operation  of  courts  of  equi^ 
would  be  very  much  diminished,  if  persons  were  n^ 
under  the  necessity  of  disclosing  the  nature  of  th 
claims,  which,  on  some  occasions,  they  are  unwilling  ai 
the  Plaintiff  is  unable  to  state.  The  substance  of  the  b 
is  this :  the  Plaintiff  desires  to  have  the  execution  oftl 
trusts  affecting  the  Bagber  and  Semley  estates.  He  sa; 
you,  the  Defendant,  claim  to  be  interested  in  them 
deny  your  claim  altogether ;  but  in  order  that  I  may 
able  to  meet  and  rebut  your  claim  and  answer  it,  let 
know  the  whole  particulars  of  it. 

Inrm 


IS 

ve 
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I  must  repeat  the  obsenration  made  in  one  of  the  cases  1844. 
cited,  that  I  think  the  Defendant  has  a  little  ^^  mistaken 
his  way"  in  admitting  his  claim  by  the  demurrer.  It  is 
not  like  the  case  of  Plumbe  v.  Plttmbe  (a),  a  mere  general 
allegation  that  he  has  some  interest ;  but  an  allegation  of 
an  interest  following  in  the  same  sentence  the  denial  of 
being  interested  under  those  deeds.  It  is  stated  in  this 
way.  I  charge  you  have  no  interest  under  these  deeds, 
nevertheless  you  claim  an  interest ;  let  me  know  what 
it  is  you  claim.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  do  not 
think  the  demurrer  can  be  allowed. 

With  regard  to  the  other  question  as  to  parties :  when 
s  Defendant  demurs  for  want  of  parties,  he  ought  to 
shew,  that,  according  to  his  own  case,  another  party  is 
inranted.  The  Defendant  says,  if  I  am  made  a  party, 
there  is  another  person,  who,  in  relation  to  another  part 
of  the  case,  ought  to  be  brought  before  the  Court,  in 
order  that  his  interest  may  be  administered.  That, 
however,  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  Defendant;  he  files 
this  demurrer  for  his  own  benefit,  and  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  following  charge  of  20,000/.  to  be  raised 
^^'^der  the  term  created  for  that  purpose.  The  demur- 
ring Defendant  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  claim ;  he 
claims  paramount  to  the  term ;  but  whether  paramount 
^^  subsequent  does  pot  signify:  he  claims  not  at  all 
lender  the  term.  I  think  the  Defendant  has  nothing  at 
^1  to  do  with  iL  It  is  argued  that  there  will  be  a  defect 
^  to  the  parties  at  the  hearing,  and  that  the  Defendant 
^^sires  not  to  be  delayed;  but  I  think  this  demurrer 
^n^iot  be  allowed  upon  that  ground. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  Defendant  may  have  other 
''^tei'ests  than  those  suggested  by  the  bill ;  but  I  am  of 

opinion 

(a)  4  You,  4-  ColL  545. 

Y  S 
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opinion  that  the  bill  relates  only  to  the  interest  he  may 

have  in  these-  estates  under  the  deeds ;  and  if  the  De-  > 

fendant  answers  that  he  has  no  interest  whatever  under  -r 

these  deeds,  it  seems  to  me,  that  in  the  present  state  of  "!2f 

this  record  he  will  have  answered  the  bill.     If,  on  the  ^i^^ 

other  hand,  he  has  other  claims  than  those  in  respect  of^  *3^«f 

those  deeds,  it  concerns  himself  to  say,  that  this  pro-  ' 

perty  is  not  to  be  disposed  of  in  his  absence;  and  when.  .^n 

he  sets  forth  that  claim,  he  will,  for  his  own  security,,  .^'^, 

have  his  interest  stated  in  such  a  manner  that  be  sbalk.  M.  i\ 
be  protected. 


The  demurrer  must  be  overruled ;  but  I  shall  give  nc 
costs  on  either  side. 


Note.  — An  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  pending. 
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RICHARDSON  v.  HASTINGS.  .  Fe6. 22. 

'T^HE  demurrer  in  this  case  having  been  allowed  (a),  There  are 

■■■    the  Plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  and  made  a  Mr.  JJl^WtS 

Wdck,  one  of  the  members  of  the  clnb  who  had  neither  Court;  fir»t, 

subscribed  to  the  furniture  fund,  nor  executed  the  deed  sons  in- 

of  1838,  a  Defendant  thereto.    By  the  amendment,  he  terestedin 

,        ,  the  subject 

Struck  out  that  part  of  the  prayer  which  implied  a  matter  of  the 

winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  the  club;  and  limited  the  Jju^hfto  be 

prayer  to  an  account  of  the  monies  received  by  the  De-  parties;  the 

fendants  Hastings  and  Emly  from  the  sale  of  the  furni-  Ihe^Court* 

ture,  and  that  the  amount  due  thereon  might  be  paid  to  always  en- 

the  Plaintiff  as  trustee  of  the  indenture  of  the  27th  of  do  complete 

January  1888,  "  or  otherwise  paid  as  the  Court  might  JV^'ic^«> 

direct;"  matters  in- 
I  (a)  Ante,  p,  501.  volved  in 

the  suit  may 
not  be  left  open  to  future  litigation ;  but  these  rules  are  both  occasionally  departed 
from. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  the  Court's  modifying  its  rules  and  adapting  its  forms  of 
proceedings  to  the  altered  circumstances  of  society  existing  at  the  present  day. 

A  bill  may  be  filed  respecting  a  partnership  without  praying  a  dissolution. 

In  a  continuing  partnership,  if  a  few  have  an  interest  in  a  particular  subject  ad* 
Terse  to  all  the  rest,  a  bill  may  be  filed  against  the  few,  by  one  on  behalf  &c. 

In  the  case  of  an  insolvent  partnership  not  formally  dissolved,  a  bill  may  be  filed 
by  one  or  more  on  behalf  of  the  rest  f^ainst  the  governing  body,  to  have  the  assets 
collected  and  applied  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts,  without  seeking  to  ascer- 
tain the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  as  between  themselves,  but  leaving  them 
open  to  future  litigation. 

By  the  rules  of  a  club,  the  bankers  were  alone  authorised  to  receive  money  on 
account  of  the  club.  Some  of  the  members  subscribed  and  purchased  the  furniture, 
which,  by  deed  executed  by  the  subscribers,  was  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  A,  B.,  in 
trust  to  repay  the  amounts  subscribed,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  committee  for  the 
benefit  of  the  club.  The  club  becoming  embarrassed,  was  afterwards  dissolved,  and 
the  committee  were  authorised  to  wind  up  the  affiiirs.  Two  of  the  committee,  C, 
and  Z>.y  sold  the  furniture,  and  alone  received  the  produce,  together  with  other 
general  assets  of  the  club.  A  bill  was  filed  by  A.  B,  on  behalf  &c.,  against  C.  and 
i).,  and  E.,  a  nonsubscribing  member,  to  recover  the  monies  in  the  hands  of  C,  and 
i).,  and  praying  that  the  furniture  money  might  be  paid  to  the  Plaintifl^  on  the 
trusts  of  the  deed,  *'  or  otherwise  as  the  Court  might  direct,"  and  that  the  general 
a&sets  recovered  might  be  paid  to  the  bankers  or  otherwise,  &c.  Held,  that  the 
bill  was  not  defective  for  want  of  parties,  and  that  neither  the  other  parties  to  the 
deed,  nor  the  other  members  of  the  club,  were  necessary  parties. 

Y4 
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:;"  and  for  an  account  of  the  other  dab  monies 
ved  by  Hastings  and  Emly,  and  **  that  what  thould 
^utiil  due  from  them  on  taking  the  said  accoont, 
allowing  or  deducting  all  sums  which  had  been 
eriy  paid  or  expended  by  them  on  the  account)  or 

[behalf  of  the  said  late  club,  might  be  paid  by 

Defendants  into  the  bank  of  Messrs.  Hapldnstm 
h*f  to  the  credit  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  dol 

otherwise  as  the  Court  should  direct" 

The  Defendants  Hastifigs  and  Emly  again  filed  m 
lemurrer  to  the  amended  bill  similar  to  the  former 
Pcniurrer. 

Mr.  Pfirvis  and  Mr.  Hubback  in  support  of  the  de- 
[murrer,  argued,  that  the  record  remained,  substan* 
tially,  the  same  as  on  the  occasion  of  the  former  de- 
murrer; for  the  Court  could  not  limit  its  interference 
to  the  recovery  of  the  money,  without  proceeding  to 
distribute  it,  and  that  for  this  purpose  it  was  ab- 
solutely necessary  that  the  conflicting  rights  of  the 
different  parties  should  be  ascertained  and  declared. 
That  consequently  all  the  persons  whose  absence  had 
been  objected  to  on  the  former  occasion  were  now, 
for  the  reasons  formerly  urged,  necessary  parties  to 
the  present  record. 

That  all  the  persons  who  executed  the  deed  of  18S8 
were  necessary  parties,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not 
sue  on  their  behalf;  Newton  v.  Lord  Egmoni  {a) ;  where 
it  was  held  that  all  the  persons  who  had  executed  a 
creditor  5  deed  were  necessary  parties  to  a  suit  affecting 
their  interests. 


:3 


That 


(a)  4  Sim.  574. 
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That  the  parties  were  not  so  numerous  that  their        1844* 
presence  could  be  dispensed  with  ;  Harrison  v.  Steward-^  Jr^''^^^ 

^    .  .  ,  "^  ,  RlCBABDSON 

son{a);  where  the  number  was  twenty.  «. 

Hastuigs. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Cameron^  contra^ 
insisted,  that  the  form  of  the  record  had  been  so  altered , 
that  the  objection  raised  on  the  former  occasion  had 
been  successfully  removed;  that  the  bill   limited  the 
relief  sought,  to  a  simple  restitution  of  certain  funds  of 
the  club,  improperly  retained  by  two  of  its  members, 
and  sought  no  administration,  or  distribution  of  the 
funds,  nor  any  winding  up  of  the  concern ;  that  it  was 
for  the  general  benefit  of  all  parties  that  the  fund  should 
be  recovered  and  placed  in  the  proper  custody,  or  as  the 
Court  might  direct,  and  therefore,  that  the  case  was  in 
its  nature  and  prayer  similar  to  Hichens  v.  Cangreve  (6), 
where  it  was  held,  that  some  shareholders  might  file  a 
bill  on  behalf  &c.  to  obtain  a  restitution  of  funds  im- 
properly applied  by  directors  to  their  own  use.     So  in 
Holmes  v.  Henty  (c)  on  a  bill  filed  by  two  trustees  on 
l)ehalf  &c.,  against  some  trustees  of  a  savings  bank,  to 
:inake  them  responsible  for  a  misapplication  of  the  trust 
ononies,  it  was  even  held  {d)^  that  it  was  unnecessary  to 
jnake  all  the  persons  who  concurred  in  the  resolution  for 
the  misapplication  of  the  trust  monies  parties  to  a  suit 
£)r  replacing  it ;  but  only  those  who  actually  took  and 
vnisapplied  the  money.     And  that  this  case  was  governed 
1>y  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham  in   Waliworth  v. 
JIoU.{e) 

That  a  bill  to  carry  the  trusts  of  a  creditor's  deed  into 
^^ecotion  might  be  filed  on  behalf  of  all  the  creditors 

by 

(tf)  2  Hare,  530.  {d)  Page  142. 

(A)  4  RutteU,  b62.  {e)  4  Myl.  4-  CV.  619. 

(c)  4  CL  4-  Fin.  99. 
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184'4«        by  one  of  them  only  where  they  have  all  executed  th 
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deed,  but  are  very  numerous ;  fVeld  v;  Bonkam.  (a)     I^e:*  -1 
"i^"'""  Newton  v.  luord  Egmord  the  bill  sought  to  have  the  pii  — i" 
Hastiwos.     orijies  declared. 

That  the  Plaintiff  was  trustee  of  the  produce  of  th«^^  ac 
furniture,  and  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  his  cegttr  -.s.*^^ 
que  trust  a  party  to  a  suit  for  recovering  it ;  Franco  v-^  .  "%^ 
Franco  (i),  Angier  v.  Stannard.  (c) 

Saxdlle  v.  Tankred{d), v.  Walford{e)j  Richardsomxxs-mj 

v.  Larpent  (g),    Calverley  v.  P//e/p  (A),   and  Mitfbrd  (O    ^L7 
were  also  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

All  cases  of  this  kind  are  attended  with  some  degree 
of  difficulty,  and  the  conclusion  to  be  arrived  at  depends 
on  rather  nice  circumstances.  The  arguments  in  sup- 
port of  a  demurrer  of  this  kind  have  generally  a  very 
strong  foundation,  because  cases  of  this  kind  always 
deviate  from  two  old  and  general  rules  of  the  Court ; 
one  is,  that  all  persons  interested  in  the  subject  matter 
of  the  litigation  ought  to  be  parties ;  the  other  is,  that 
the  Court  endeavours  to  do  complete  justice  in  every 
case,  so  that  the  matters  involved  in  the  suit  may  not  be 
left  open  to  future  litigation. 

Now  the  present  bill  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  a  de- 
parture from  both  these  rules,  because  it  is  proposed  to 
be  prosecuted  in  the  absence  of  parties  interested  in  the 
suit ;  and  it  also  proposes  that  the  sums  to  be  recovered 

should 

{a)  2  5. 4-  SL  91.  {e)  A  Rust.  372. 

{b)  3  Vet.  75.  (g)  2  y.^a  {N.  C),  507. 

(c)  3  Mi/L  rf  K.  566.  (A)  6  Mad.  239. 

(d)  1  Vet.  sen.  101.  (i)  P.  164. 
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should  be  left  at  their  disposal  if  they  can  agree,  and  if        1844. 
not,  then  that  they  may  be  left  for  future  litigation.   ^^^^^^^^^ 
However,  exceptions  to  the  two  rules  which  I  have  v. 

stated,  have  at  all  times  been  sanctioned.  I  recollect  Hastings. 
a  treatise,  in  which  one  of  the  chapters  was  headed,  "  In 
what  cases  necessary  parties  may  be  dispensed  with." 
The  assumption  that  necessity  could  admit  of  any 
qualification  may  seem  to  imply  that  exceptions  to  the 
ordinary  rule  were  admitted  with  difficulty. 

It  has  however  become  necessary  to  extend  the  cases 
of  exception,  so  as  to  keep  pace  with  the  progress  and 
complications  of  the  transactions  of  mankind ;  and  every 
body  who  reads  what  Lord  CoUenham  has  said  on  more 
than  one  occasion,  must  be  perfectly  satisfied  with  the 
justice  of  his  observation  (a),  and  see  how  necessary  it  is 
for  this  Court,  acting  always  within  the  limits  of  its  juris- 
diction, by  an  application  of  its  powers,  so  necessary  for 
the  administration  of  justice,  to  adapt  its  forms  of  pro- 
ceedmg  to  the  altered  circumstances  of  society  in  our 
own  times,  and  modify  its  rules  so  as  to  meet  the  changes 
of  circumstances  under  which  it  is,  at  the  present  day, 
called  on  to  administer  justice.  In  no  class  of  cases 
has  the  extension  of  the  exception  been  more  frequent 
than  in  cases  like  the  present. 

I  cannot  say  that  I  entertain  any  doubt  of  the  pro- 
priety of  the  decision  which  I  made  in  Evans  v.  Siokes.{b) 
1  still  think  that  the  winding  up  of  a  partnership  implies 
a  complete  settlement  of  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  as 
between  the  parties  themselves;  and  as  they  may  be  in 
conflict  with  regard  to  these  rights  and  liabilities,  the 

partnership 

(a)  See   Mare,  v.    Malachy,      Wall  worth  v.  Holt^  4  Myl.  »J-  Cr. 
1  MyL  4-  Cr.  p.  579. ;  Taylor  v-      p.  635. 
Salmon^  4  Myl.  4*  Cr,  p.  141.;  (6)  1  Keen,  S4. 


Hasyingb. 
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1844.        partnei'ship  cannot  be  finally  wound  up  in  the  abseni 
licn^tk  °^  *''  ^^^  partners.     This  may  be  attended  with  vei 

v.  great  inconvenience,  even  to  the  extent  of  preYeni ' 

tlie  due  administration  of  justice  between  the  parties ;  bi 
this  appears  to  me  necessarily  to  follow  from  the  estal 
lished  rule  of  this  Court,  which  I  have  stated,  and  whi 
cannot  be  corrected  without  a  general  authority.     It 
at  one  time  supposed,  that  in  consequence  of  the  aecoi 
general  rule,  that  complete  justice  must  be  done  wL 
respect  to  the  subject  matter,  the  Court  could  not, 
would  not,  interfere  at  all  as  between  partners,  unless  tl 
partnership  was  to  be  dissolved  and  finally  wound   '^L^.j^p 
and  settled;  and  there  are  several  conflicting  cases  in  ^"^ftne 
books  on  that  subject,  different  Judges  having  entertaiim.^^»d 
very  strong  opinions  and  very  different  views  on  tB'-^.dU 
question,  {a)     I  noticed,  on  the  former  occasion,  tba*^     it 
now  appears  very  clear  that  there  is  no  such  rule.  -It 

has  been  decided,  that  in  a  continuing  partnership^  if 
a  few  have  an  interest  in  a  particular  subject  adverar-^^e 
to  all  the  rest,  and  claim  for  themselves  the  benefit  ^^ 
that  interest,  a  bill  may  be  filed  against  those  fS^^^^^ 
by  one  or  more  partners  on  behalf  of  themsdves  ^-nr^" 
all  the  rest.  That  is  a  remarkable  instance  of  a  c^^-^^ 
where  all  persons  interested  are  not  brought  bcfSc^^*® 
the  Court:  however,  it  is  not  much  more  remarloJfc^ 
than  the  cases   where  one  creditor  or  one  legatee  ^ 

permitted  to  sue  on  behalf  of  himself  and  many  ott^- 
persons  and  some  other  similar  cases.     The  Court 
even  gone  to  this  extent ;  in  the  case  of  an  insolv^^ 
partnership   not   formally  dissolved,   it  has  penniu^ 

(fl)  See  Forman  v.  Homfray,  sell,  4  Sim.  8. ;  KneMtvJit^i 

S  Ves.  4-  B.  329. ;  Harrison  v.  2  K.  4*  Coi.  (Exch.)  16.i'jRen 

Armilage,  4  Mad.  143.;   Mar-  v.  Bates,  4   K.  ^  CoL,  (Ei(( 

shall\.Colmany2Jac,^lV,266,;  182.;  Miles  v.  TAomas.  9  Si 

Richards  v.  Davics^  *2  Russ,  4"  p.  609.;   Fairlhome  v.   Westc^' 

MyL  547. ;    hoscomhe  v.   RuS"  3  Hare^  387. 
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I  bill  to  be  filed  by  one  or  more  on  behalf  of  the  rest^         1844. 

^iDst  the  governing  body,  to  have  the  assets  collected,    RicuAiuMOif 

lad  applied,  as  far  as  they  would  go,  towards  the  discharge  «• 

3f  the  debts;  and  that  without  seeking  to  ascertain  the 

rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  as  between  themselves, 

ind  consequently,  leaving  litigation  as  between  those 

parties  entirely  open,  after  the  debts  have  been  paid : 

that  is,  it  has  sanctioned  a  suit  which  sought  nothing 

bot  to  compel  a  satisfaction  pro  tanto  of  the  partnership 

debts,  as  far  as  the  deficient  assets  would  extend,  and 

then  leave  all  the  members  of  the  partnership  exposed 

to  such  litigation  as   the   unsatisfied  creditors   might 

choose  to  adopt  for  the  recovery  of  the  remainder  of 

their  debts;   and   also  leave  the    partners   liable,   as 

amongst  themselves,  to  such  suits  for  contribution  as 

the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case  might  render 

necessary. 

In  this  case,  it  is  alleged  that  the  two  Defendants, 
Hastings  and  Endy^  have  possessed  themselves  of  pro- 
perty belonging  to  this  club,  which  I  must  consider  as 
a  partnership :  that  one  of  the  sums,  namely,  the  fur- 
niture money,  is  subject  to  a  peculiar  trust,  and  the 
other  monies  are  general  assets  of  the  partnership.  'They 
have  possessed  themselves  of  these  sums  of  money,  and 
Fefuse  to  account  for  them.  This  bill  desires  to  recover 
them,  not  for  the  purpose  of  distribution  by  the  Court 
tbroogh  the  means  of  this  suit,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
bcingiBg  them  within  the  control  of  the  governing 
body  of  the  partnership,  in  order  that  they  may  be  ap- 
plied, under  their  control,  according  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  nature  of  the 
bill.  Can  that  be  done?  The  Plaintiff  and  all  the 
other  members,  except  these  two  Defendants,  must  have 
an  interest  in  having  the  money,  which  the  demurrer 
admits  to  be  in  the  Defendants'  possession,  brought 

within 
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1844.        within  the  control  of  the  club;  that  is  the  commor^^ 
•D^^^^^^j.   interest  of  all.     How  this  money,  when  it  is  brougli  ^^ 
V.  within  the  control  of  the  club,  ought  to  be  applied  i^  ^ .. 

Hastings,     another   matter.      To  ask  to  recover  it  and  place  it^  ^^^ 
within  the  control  of  the  club,  and  leave  it  there  subject   ^^^ 


to  litigation,  is  asking  no  more  than  was  done  in  the  case 
of  Wallworth  v.  Holt  (a),  where  matters  were  thus  left. 
If,  then,  it  is  for  the  common  benefit  of  all,  except  the 
two  Defendants,  that  these  funds  should  be  recovered, 
why  should  it  not  be  done  ?  It  is  said  that  this  is  a 
case  of  dissolution.  Very  true ;  and  this  shews  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  winding  up  and  a  final  settlement. 
But  how  is  it  with  a  partnership  after  a  dissolution  and 
before  the  affairs  of  the  partnership  are  wound  up? 
The  mutual  connection  between  the  partners  is  not 
dissolved  with  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  be- 
cause it  must  continue  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the 
assets  and  winding  up  the  partnership,  and,  until  these 
matters  are  ail  closed,  there  is  a  quasi  partnership,  a  mu- 
tual interest  between  the  parties,  [b)  One  of  the  things 
required  for  the  winding  up  of  the  partnership  is,  that 
the  assets  should  be  collected ;  and  it  appears  that  two 
individuals  have  got  into  their  possession  assets  which 
they  retain  adversely  to  all  the  rest,  while  it  is  the  com- 
mon interest  that  they  should  be  collected  and  r^ulariy 
applied  towards  the  winding  up  of  the  partnership. 

In  the  present  state  of  the  record  the  question  is, 
whether  the  Defendants  are  to  answer.  I  cannot  de- 
termine, at  this  time,  whether,  in  consequence  of  what 
may  appear  in  the  answer,  it  may  not  hereafter  be  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  make  the  parties  referred  to  and 
other  persons  parties.  Taking  the  statements  of  the 
bill  as  they  now  stand  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  it  does 

not 

{a)  4  MifL  Sf  Cr»  619.         {b)  Crawikay  v.  Collint^  \S  Vet.  2S6. 


^^ 
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not  appear  to  me  that  I  ought  to  allo^r  the  present  de-        1844. 
murrer;  but,  overruling  it,  I  beg  to  have  it  clearly    Jt^""^^^ 

,       ,  .  ,1.  1  .     .  .  RiCHARDSOIf 

understood,  that  it  may  appear  hereafter  that  it  is  quite  f,^ 

necessary  not  only  to  make  the  persons  now  pointed  Hastings. 
out,  but  other  persons,  parties ;  for  afler  this  demurrer 
is  overruled,  the  Defendants  may  still  raise  the  same 
objection  by  their  answer.  I  do  not  therefore  mean  to 
determine  any  thing  with  respect  to  the  necessity  of 
making  these  persons  parties  hereafter. 

Next,  with  respect  to  the  objection  to  the  form  in 
which  payment  of  these  sums  is  prayed,  I  cannot  con* 
stnie  it  in  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  contended  for. 
It  is  asked  that  the  amount  shall  be  paid  *Uo  the 
Plaintiff,  or  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  may  direct.*' 
It  is  not  clear  that  it  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff, 
but  that  will  be  a  question  for  discussion  hereafter,  and 
as  the  case  now  stands  on  the  bill,  admitted,  as  it  is,  by 
the  demurrer,  it  seems  indeed  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
paid  to  the  Plaintiff.  Then,  in  what  way  is  it  to  be  paid  ? 
"  Otherwise  as  the  Court  may  direct."  It  has  been  ar- 
gued very  ably,  that  the  Court  can  direct  nothing  but  the 
payment  to  the  proper  hands,  that  is,  either  to  the  cre- 
ditors of  this  club,  or  to  some  person  or  other  who  may 
ultimately,  on  the  winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  the  club, 
be  found  to  be  the  proper  person  to  receive  it  I  can- 
not say  that  I  think  so.  This  bill  not  desiring  to  have 
the  partnership  wound  up,  what  I  shall  have  to  do  at 
the  hearing,  will  be  to  take  care  that  it  is  paid  to  the 
persons  who  ought  to  have  the  management  of  it ;  and 
I  shall  ascertain  that,  when  I  see  the  answer  of  the  De- 
fendants, who  no  doubt  will  tell  me  to  whom  it  ought 
to  be  paid,  and  when  I  know  that,  I  can  direct  the  pay- 
ment. 

It  is  very  possible  that  these  gentlemen  may  hereafter 

shew. 


Hastings. 
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1844.        shew,  that  they  have  nothing  at  all  to  pay,  or  they  tcm; 

R^^RDsoN    *^°™^^  ^^^^  ^^y  ^^^^  sums   to  pay,  but  allege   dil 
V.  culties  with  respect  to  the  distribution  of  them     ~ 

that  payment  shall  have  been  madeJ  I  can  conceal 
myself  no  difficulty  in  ordering  these  monies  to  be  p  j 
to  the  persons  who,  under  the  direction  and  coni 
of  the  club  or  the  governing  body  of  the  di 
have  a  right  to  distribute  them.  If  there  should 
occasion,  an  inquiry  may  be  had  on  that  subject,  and 
Defendants,  desiring  that  it  should  not  be  paid  to  ^  Mie 
Plaintiff*,  will  afford  me  every  assistance  in  determin  i  wng 
to  whom  it  ought  to  be  paid,  for  the  purpose  of  placi  Mng 
it  under  the  control  of  the  governing  body  of  the  cl  a-ib 
for  distribution.  The  same  observation  applies  ^o 
both  sums  of  money :  one  will  go  to  the  furniture  ^"-^^ 
count,  the  other  will  go  to  the  general  account  of  cl^e 
club. 

I  think  I  ought  to  overrule  this  demurrer;  and  I  do   ^° 
entirely  without  prejudice  to  the  Defendants  taking  ^-^^V 
objection  for  want  of  parties  by  their  answer.     If  tl^  ^J 
put  in  an  answer  stating  the  objections  and  the  grour'^^^ 
for  supporting  them,  the  cause   may  be  set  down       '^^ 
be  heard,  under  the  recent  general  orders  (a),  on  -C^^f 
objection  for  want  of  parties ;  and  if  not  so  set  down^        ^ 
may  still  appear  at  the  hearing  that  the  suit  is  defect  ^ 
for  want  of  parties. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  but  without  cost 
(fl)  Ordines  Can.  175. 
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1844. 

SCORE  V.  FORD.  AprUi>€. 

TN  1826  E.  H.  died  intestate,  leaving  bis  widow  and   Where  trust 

-"-  two  infant  children.     The  widow  took  out  adminis-  pears  to  have 

tration  and  possessed  herself  of  the  assets.    The  Plaintiff*  ^*®®"  invested 

,  on  an  iro- 

as  one  of  the  children,  was  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  proper  se- 

residue.     She  attained  twenty-one,  in  1838.  wuTon" 

motion,  be 
In  March  1840,  the  widow  married  the  Defendant  brought  intcT 
Fordj  and  in  May  following,  a  settlement  was  made.   Court  within 
whereby,  after  reciting  the  death  &c.  of  the  intestate,  but  if  the  case 

and  "that  the  proceeds  of  the  intestate's  personal  estate  ^  proper,  the 

.  "^  penod  will  be 

actually  realized  amourUed  to  4000/.,    out  of  which  the   extended  from 

widow  had  appropriated  to  herself  700/.,  and  had  pur-  tJ>"e®nabIeThe 

chased  a  house  therewith,  and  had  invested  the  residue  Defendant  to 

upon  three  several  mortgage  securities,  one  of  1700/.  ^JuriV-  ^ 

from  VeeverSi  and  two  others  which  were  specified,  the       Where  part 

share  of  the  widow  was  thereby  settled  upon  certain   estate  has 

trusts  for  herself  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  &c«  ^^^°  invested 

on  an  im- 
proper se- 

In  184S,  one  of  the  children  and  her  husband  filed   thrS^^fenjanj 

this  bill  against  the  widow,  her  second  husband  and  the   has  an  interest 

other  child,  praying  the  usual  accounts,  the  ascertain-  Court  on  ^ 

ment  of  the  residue,  and  payment  of  one-third  to  the  being  satisfied 

.     ,rn  that  there  is 

rlamtin.  no  existing 

'pjjg  claim  on  the 
estate,  some- 
times confines  the  amount  to  he  paid  into  Court  to  the  share  of  the  Plaintiff*. 
An  intestate  died  in  1826,  leaving  a  widow  and  two  infant  children.    The  widow 
administered,  and  in  1840  executed  a  deed   which  stated  that  the  assets  actually 
realised  amounted  to  4000/.,  of  which  she  had  appropriated  to  herself  700/.,  and  that 
the  remainder  had  been  invested  on  mortgages,  which  were  specified.  In  her  answer 
to  a  bill  filed  by  one  of  the  children  in  ]  843,  she  stated  that  this  was  wholly  erroneous, 
that  the  residue  amounted  to  1600/.  only,  and  that  the  PlaintifiThad  received  590/. 
on  account  of  her  oncthird.    The  answer  stated  that  the  debts  had  been  paid,  but 
the  statements  were  most  unsatisfactory.    A  sum  of  700/.  appeared  to  have  been 
lent  on  an  improper  security.    The  Court,  on  motion,  ordered  the  whdle  700/.  to  be 
brought  into  Court. 

Vol.  VII.  Z 
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The  principal   Defendants,  by  their  answer,  repre- 
sented that  the  statements  in  the  settlement  were  wholly 
inaccurate;  that  the  amount  of  the  intestate's  estate  was^ 
*'  through  inadvertence  and  mistake,"  considerably  over- 
rated ;  and  that  the  actual  amount  thereof  which  could 
be  realised,  after  payment  of  the  debts  &c.   did  nofc^ 
*^  at  the  time  the  settlement  was  made,  amount  to  th^ 
sum  of  1200/.  or  thereabouts."     It  stated  that  the  debts 
had  been  paid,  and  that  there  remained  a  surplus  ol 
personal  estate,  amounting  to  1600/.  nearly,  hut  nf  imliii  li^     i 
4002.  had  not  been  received. 


It  represented  that  390/.  had  been  paid  to  the  Plain- 


tiflfe,  which  was  10/.  less  than  the  amount  of  the  Plain 

tiff's  share  of  the  assets  stated  to  have  been  realised. 

The  explanation  of  the  alleged  errors  in  the  settle  ^~ 
ment  was  of  a  most  unsatisfactory  nature,  as  were  ate^^^ 
the  accounts  of  the  assets,  the  statement  of  the  appl  i'  — ' 
cation  thereof,  and  the  dealing  therewith. 

The  answer  stated,  that  the  Defendant  had  lent  70O 
part  of  the  assets  on  bond,  which  had  afterwards  be^ 
paid  off,  and  had,  by  a  peculiar  mode  of  dealing, 
lent  on  the  security  of  a  contingent  reversionary  intere. 
in  1250/.  and  a  policy. 

The  answer  to  the  amended  bill  rendered  the  matte 
still  more   unsatisfactory;   and   the  Defendants    stat 
therein,  *<that  the  sum  of  1550/.  or  thereabouts,  instea( 
of  a  sum  of  1200/.  only  or  thereabouts,  as  in  the  fbrme^^ 
answer  was  erroneously  stated,  was,  in  truth  and  in  fact-^ 
realized  by  the  Defendant,  in  respect  of  the  said  intes — 
tate's  personal  estate,  and  not  a  sum  exceeding  4000/.'' 

A  niotiorm 
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A  motion  was  now  made  for  payment  of  the  700/.        I84>4>. 
into  Court. 


Mr.  Kindenley  and  Mr.  IVood^  in  support  of  the 
motion,  argued,  that  as  TOOJl,  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
testator,  had  been  lent  by  the  administratix  on  an  im- 
proper security,  it  ought  to  be  brought  into  Court,  espe- 
cially as  the  explanation  given  by  the  Defendants,  in 
their  two  answers,  were  so  unsatisfactory  and  irrecon- 
cileable,  and  were  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  state- 
ment contained  in  a.  solemn  instrument  executed  by 
them. 

Vigrass  v.  Binfield(a)f  CoUis  v.  CoUisib)^  and  see 
Wt/att  V.  Sharratt  (c),  Meyer  v.  Manlriou.  {d) 

Mr.  Tinney^  for  the  Defendants,  contra^  contended 
that  the  Plaintifib'  right,  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  must 
depend  entirely  on  the  admissions  in  the  answer,  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  only  entitled  to  have  brought 
into  Court  such  portion  of  the  700/.  as,  by  the  admis- 
sions in  the  answer,  belonged  to  them.  He  stated  that 
the  other  child  would  appear  and  concur  in  this  view  of 
the  case. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I   must  order  this  sum  of  money  into  Court.     The 
'husband  may  find  the  settlement  to  which  he  was  a 
P&rty,  a  very  unfortunate  concern   for  him.     In   that 
^ttlement,  this  lady  has  represented  the  assets  to  be 
^ery   large,  and  to  amount  to  4000/.;  she  has  never- 
theless   put    in    her    answer,   saying,   that    the   items 
^(^ecified  in  the  settlement  are  all  erroneous,  but  has 

given 
(a)  5  Mad.  68.  (c)  3  Beavan,  498. 

{h)  8  Sim.  365.  (d)  4  Beaoan,  345. 
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1844.  given  an  unsatisfactory  explanation  of  the  matter;  L 
must,  therefore,  look  at  the  other  facts  of  the  case.  I  J 
is  clearly  admitted  that  she  possessed  700^  part  of  th^ 
assets  of  the  intestate;  that  she  lent  that  sum  on  ^ 
security,  which  the  Court  does  not  approve  of;  that  sh-  m 
afterwards  received  it  back,  and  again  applied  it  in 
manner  which  the  Court  could  not  sanction ;  and  so  fns 
her  liability  to  pay  into  Court  is  undoubted. 

It  is  said,  that  I  ought  not  to  order  the  whole  TOf  ^^_i£ 
to  be  paid  into  Court,  because  the  Plaintiffs  are  on  i^  m  \y 
interested  in  part  of  it.     There  are  certainly  cases  in 

which  the  Court,  on  being  satisfied  that  there  is  no  exi^   .  ^st. 
ing  claim  on  the  estate,  and  that  the  party  agdnst  whczz^c::^m 
the  motion  is  directed  has  clearly  an  interest  in  the  fujmzrrm  d, 
confines  the  amount  to  be  paid  into  Court  to  the  share^^^    of 

the  Plain tiffl  {a)     This  however  depends  on  the  pecal S^r 

circumstances  of  the  case,  and  on  the  mode  in  which  ^^.Ke 
matter  is  brought  forward.  Is  this  a  case  in  whicl^  it 
can  be  assumed  that  the  assets  of  the  intestate  are  cli  i  ^r» 
or  that  1600/.  are  the  whole  of  the  assets?  I  canii  m  lOt 
assume  it 


Taking  the  whole  together,  I  must  order  this  suicr"^  ^ 
to  be   paid   into  Court  within   a  given   time^   and  9^ 
the  Defendants  have  the  money  outstanding  on  a  se— ^^^ 
curity  which  they  cannot  realize,  except  by  obtainin^^^^^^. 
time,  they  must  apply  to  the  Court  to  extend  it.     Tbat^'^         yi 
is  the  common  and  constant  practice  of  the  Court.    IB  '^        ^  -^ 
trust  money  is  traced  into  the  hands  of  a  party,  and  it  is^^  .  y^ 

shewn  that  it  has  been  improperly  applied,  it  will  be£^'^  ^, 
ordered  to  be  brought  into  Court  within  a  stated  time;*  ^^^^f 
but  if  the  case  afterwards  appear  such,  as  to  render  a^  ^ 

further  indulgence  just  and  prudent,  the  period  b 

larged,, 

(a)  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  1  Ansi,  174. 
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Farged,  from  time  to  time,  to  enable  the  party  to  realize        1844. 
ibe  security. 

I  must  order  the  money  to  be  brought  into  Court 
irithin  six  weeks ;  and,  if  a  further  extension  of  time  be 
required,  the  proper  course  will  be  for  the  Defendants 
-fco  apply,  and,  if  the  circumstances  of  the  case  justify  it, 
ti  he  Court  will  then  grant  a  further  time. 


INMAN  V.  WHITLEY.  Jan.  29. 

April  18. 

#^N  the  1st  oijcmuary  1795,  George  Inman  executed      A  feme 

an  indenture,  whereby  it  was  purported,  that  he  ^Jltidcd  to  a 
appointed  an  estate  at  Blacdon  to  John  Whitley  and  John  reversionary 
T  '     r  1  •      r    •  interest  ma 

Inman  m  fee,  upon  trust  to  apply  so  much  of  the  rents  sum  of  money 

as  they  should  find  necessary,  for  the  support  of  his  son  l^^^  j"  ^^J[ 

George  Inman  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  convey   another  as 

one  moiety  of  the  estate  to  Henry  Inman  in  fee,  and  the  j^j  ^^^^    ^ 

other  moiety  to  such  uses  as  Sarah,  the  wife  of  John  In-   pressed  to  be 

made  bfitivGdi 
man  (the  trustee),  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  the  the  tenant  for 

surplus  rents  not  required  for  the  maintenance  of  George  ^^^^  of  the  one 

.  .  part,  and  the 

were  to  be  equally  divided  between  Henry  and  Sarah.       trustees  (in- 
cluding the 
^  husband)  of 

After  the  death  of  George  Inman  the  father,  the  par-  the  other  part, 

ties  beneficially  interested  in  the  estate  agreed  amongst  \\^  who'alone 

themselves,  executed  the 
deed,  declared 
that  the  trustees  should  hold  the  fund  on  certain  modified  trusts,  whereby  the  wife's 
reversionary  interest  was  made  subject  to  her  power  of  ap[>ointment  by  deed  or  will. 
The  wife  died,  leaving  her  husband  surviving,  having  appointed  the  reversionary  in- 
terest away  from  her  husband.  The  husband  afterwards  died,  and  the  reversionary 
interest  subsequently  came  into  possession.  The  Court  considered,  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  husband  ought  to  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  arrange- 
ment, and  accepted  the  trusu  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife's  appointees ;  and  held, 
that  the  appointees  of  the  wife  were  entitled  as  against  the  representatives  of  the 
husband. 

Z  3 
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themselves,  that  a  recovery  should  be  sufiered  of  the 
estate,  and  that  the  same  should  be  vested  in  the  trustees, 
John  Inman  and  John  Whitley^  and  be  sold.  Accord-^ 
ingly,  by  certain  indentures  dated  the  5th  and  6th  of 
November  1 795,  which  were  executed  by  George  Inman 
the  son  of  the  first  part,  Henry  Inman  and  his  wife, 
John  Inman  and  Sarah  his  wife,  and  John  Whitley  of  the 
second  part,  Robert  Blake  of  the  third  part,  and  Peter 
Cox  of  the  fourth  part,  and  by  a  common  recovery 
suffered  in  pursuance  of  such  deed,  the  estate  was 
vested  in  John  Inman  and  John  Whitley  in  fee,  on 
trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  purchase  money  on  governr- 
ment  or  real  securities,  which  securities  were  to  be 
held  in  trust  to  apply  the  interest  for  the  maintenance 
of  George  Inman  the  son  for  his  life,  and,  after  his  de- 
cease, the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  thereof,  io 
trust  for  Henry  Inman  and  Sarah  Inman^  in  equal  parts 
or  shares,  or  in  trust  for  their  respective  executors,  ad- 
ministrators or  assigns,  in  case  they,  or  either  of  them, 
should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  George. 


The  estate  was  sold,  and  the  clear  purchase  money, 
amounting  to  1050/.  was  paid  to  John  Inman.  Some 
time  afterwards,  an  indenture,  dated  the  24th  day  of 
February  1802,  and  purporting  to  be  made  between 
George  Inman  the  son  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Inman 
and  John  Whitley  of  the  other  part,  was  executed  by 
George  Inman  alone.  That  indenture,  after  reciting 
the  deeds  of  1st  of  Jamiaty  and  6th  of  November  1795, 
and  that  George  Inman  was  desirous  that  the  purchase 
money  should  be  settled  agreeably  to  the  intention  of 
his  father,  witnessed,  that  George  Inman  declared,  that 
the  purchase  money  of  1050/.  should  be  vested  in  John 
Inman  and  John  Whitley^  on  trust,  to  apply  the  in- 
come, or  so  much  thereof  as  should  be  necessary  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  George  for  his  life,  and,  after 

his 
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his  decease^  to  stand  possessed  of  one  moiety  thereof  for        1844. 

:.he  benefit  of  Hemy  Inmartj  and  of  the  other  moiety 
the  ose  of  such  person  as  Sarah  Inman  should,  by 
^eed  or  will  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of 
-fchree  or  more  witnesses  (and  which  will  she  was  to  have 
power  to  make),  limit  or  appoint ;  and,  in  default  of  such 
direction,  limitation  or  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the 
said  George  Inman.     And  if  the  income  arising  from  the 

1 OS6L  should  be  more  than  sufficient  for  the  maintenance 

of  George,  the  trustees  were  empowered  to  divide  the 

surplus  equally  between  Hairy  and  Sarah. 

On  the  3d  of  September  1807,  Sarah  Inman,  by  her 
will  of  that  date,  and  executed  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses,  and  purporting  to  be  made  in  execution  of 
her  power  under  the  deed  of  the  24th  of  February  1803, 
appointed  the  interest  of  the  principal  sum  belonging  to 
ber  under  that  deed,  to  her  husband  John  Inman  for  his 
liie^  and,  after  bis  death,  she  gave  and  appointed  the 
principal  sum  so  belonging  to  her  to  John  Inman  of 
Minehead,  and  she  appointed  her  husband  John  Inman 
executor  of  her  will. 

Sarah  Inman,  having  made  this  will,  died  in  the  year 
1812,  leaving  her  husband  surviving  her.  He  did  not 
prove  her  will,  but  died  in  the  year  1813,  having  first 
made  his  own  will,  whereby  he  appointed  John  Whitley 
and  James  Tucker  executors,  and  they,  having  proved 
bis  will,  became  his  legal  personal  representatives. 

In  the  meantime,  viz.,  in  the  year  1809,  Henry  In^ 
man  died,  and  Catherine  Inman  became  his  legal  personal 
representative. 

George  Inman  lived  till  the  year  1838,  and,  supposing 
the  several  instruments  to  have  been  valid,  John  Whitley 

^  4  was 
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1844.  was  surviving  trustee,  on  trust  to  apply  so  much  of  the 
income  as  was  required  for  the  maintainance  of  George^ 
and  to  pay  any  surplus  to  Catherine  Inman  as  executrix 
of  Henrj/y  and  to  John  Inman  of  Minehead^  as  legatee  of 
Sarah,  in  equal  shares,  and,  on  trust,  after  the  death  of 
George,  to  divide  the  principal  money  equally  between 
Catherine  and  John. 

On  the  15th  April  1819,  John  Inman  of  Minehead^ 
by  indenture  of  that  date,  made  between  himself  of  the 
one  part^  and  the  Plaintiffs  William  Southcote  Inman  and 
Anna  Victoria  Little  (then  Anna  Victoria  Inman)  of  the 
other  part,  assigned  to  them  as  tenants  in  common,  the 
moiety  of  the  principal  sum  of  1050/.  to  which  he  was 
entided  under  the  will  of  Sarah  Inman^  and  all  surplus 
monies  payable  in  respect  of  such  moiety. 

Mr.  Whitley,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  deed  of  1802, 
died  in  the  month  of  December  1831,  and  was  repre- 
sented in  this  suit  by  the  Defendant  Edward  Whitley. 

James  Tucker,  the  surviving  executor  of  the  will  of 
John  Inman  the  husband  of  Sarah,  having  died,  the 
Defendants  John  Inman  Tucker,  William  Tucker,  and 
John  James,  became  the  legal  personal  representatives 
of  the  same  John  Inman, 

Upon  the  death  of  George  Inman,  in  August  1838,  the 
Plaintiifs  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  assignment  of  the 
15th  of  Ajiril  1819,  and  this  suit  was  the  consequence 
of  the  claim  being  resisted  by  the  legal  personal  re- 
presentatives of  John  Inman. 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  this  deed  was 
binding  on  John  Inman  the  husband :  and  it  should  be 
stated,  in  reference  to  this  point,  that  John  Intnan  was 

the 
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the  active  trustee;  that,  previous  to  the  execution  of        1844. 
tJie  deed  of  1802,  he  alone  had  received  the  purchase 
money  of  the  estate:   that  he  retained  it  in  his  pos- 
session, and  the  amount  was,  after  his  death,  paid  out  of 
Iiis  assets. 

It  appeared  also  that  the  deed  of  1802  was  prepared 
by  John  Whitley^  the  trustee  and  the  solicitor  of  John 
Jnrnauy  that  the  costs  of  it  were  afterwards  retained  out 
of  John  InmarCs  estate,  and  that  the  deed  of  1802  and 
the  will  of  }At%.lnman  were  found  in  the  possession  of 
John  Whitley  after  his  death. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Chapman^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
rrbe  circumstances  shew  that  John  Inman  acquiesced  in 
Clie  arrangement  of  1802,  and  all  his  interest  in  the 
Fund  became  bound  by  the  trusts  of  the  deed. 

Again,  he  was  a  trustee  under  the  deed.  He  acted 
mxnder  the  deed  and  accepted  the  trusts,  and  neither  he 
jcx€>r  his  representatives  can  now  repudiate  them.  It  is 
wrK^>  answer  for  a  trustee  (o  say  that  he  has  not  executed 
€;I^e  deed  of  trust;  if  he  has  acted  under  it,  and  shewn 
1^  u  acceptance,  he  is  equally  bound  by  the  trusts. 

There  is  also  a  question  of  election. 

Af  r.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Freeling  for  the  representa- 
ti^ve^  of  John  Inman^  insisted,  that  Sarah  Inman  had  no 
P^>'^^«r  of  disposing  of  her  share  in  the  fund  by  will ; 
^^**  ci.t  the  date  of  the  deed  of  1802,  she  was  a  married 
"^^^'x^an,  and  incapable  of  altering  her  reversionary 
^'•^^••est  in  a  chose  in  action,  {a)  That  the  deed  of 
^^^^^  was  ineffectual,  and  not  binding  on  her  husband, 

who 
^^  '    -^^urdew  v.  Jaduon^  1  Euu.  1 . ;  and  Homier  ▼.  Morion,  3  Ru$s,  68, 
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1844.  who  had  not  executed  it  That,  even  if  he  had  ac- 
quiesced in  it,  still  it  could  not  be  obligatory  on  bini, 
unless  it  were  binding  on  all  the  other  parties,  for 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  mutuality ;  yet  it  was  plain 
that  if  the  wife  had  survived  her  husband,  the  deed 
would  have  been  wholly  ineffectual  as  to  her.  That  if 
she  were  not  bound  by  the  deed,  her  appointees,  claim* 
ing  under  her,  could  not  insist  on  its  performance. 

That  the  deed,  on  the  face  of  it,  shewed  that  the  ar- 
rangement was  wholly  on  the  part  of  George  Inman; 
and  that  there  was  no  trace  of  any  contract  on  the  part 
of  John  Inman  or  of  his  wife. 

Mr.  William  James  for  the  representatives  of  John 
Whitley. 

Mr.  Turner^  in  reply. 


April  IS.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  deeds  of  January  and  November  1795  are  ad- 
mitted, and  it  is  also  admitted,  that  the  deed  of  the  24th 
of  February  1802  was  executed  by  George  Inman  the 
son,  and  it  appears  that  a  will,  to  the  effect  stated,  was 
executed  by  Sarah  the  wife  of  John  Inman. 

It  is  further  admitted,  that  John  Inman^  during  bis 
life,  principally  managed  the  trust :  that  the  estate  was 
sold:  that  1050/.  was  the  amount  of  the  clear  pur- 
chase money,  —  and  that  it  was  received  by  John  Inman 
alone,  who  did  not  invest  it,  but  that  he  made  the  pay- 
ments to  George  Inman^  and  that,  after  his  death,  the 
amount  was  retained  out  of  his  assets  by  John  Whitley^ 
the  other  trustee,  who  was  also  one  of  his  executors. 

It 
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It  appears,  also,  that  John  Inman  employed  John 
TVhitley  as  his  solicitor,  and  although  the  evidence  is 
not  quite  free  from  ambiguity,  I  think  it  shews  that  the 
deed  of  24th  of  February  1802,  giving  the  power  to 
Sarah  Inmatij  was  prepared  by  John  Whitley^  and  that 
the  expense  of  preparing  the  same  was  charged  to,  and 
deducted  out  of  the  estate  of  John  Inman^  after  his 
death.     The  deed  itself  and   the  will  of  Sarah^  were 

found  in  the  possession  of  John  Whitley^  who  was  the 

executor  of  John  Inman,  and  the  surviving  trustee. 

It  was  alleged,  for  the  Defendants,  ihat  under  the 
deeds  of  November  1 795,  George  Inman  was  entitled  to 
have  the  whole  income  applied  for  his  support  during 
his  life,  and  that  subject  to  his  life  interest,  one  moiety 
of  the  principal  was  absolutely  vested  in  Sarah  Inman. 
That  neither  George  Inman  nor  John  Inman  and  his 
wife  had  any  power  or  authority  to  alter  the  nature  of 
the  reversionary  interest  vested  in  Sarah,  and  conse- 
quently, that  the  power  alleged  to  be  given  by  the  deed 
of  24th  of  February  1802  was  not  well  created. 

But  it  appears  to  me,  that  as  against  the  husband  of 
Sarak  and  with  his  consent,  the  interest,  which  Sarah 
had  under  the  deed  of  1795  might  well  be  modified  in 
the  manner  intended  by  the  deed  of  1802.  By  that 
deed,  executed  for  reasons  tmd  under  circumstances  of 
which  no  suflBcient  explanation  is  given,  but  which  may 
probably  have  been  executed  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  trust  on  which  the  purchase  money  was  to  be  held, 
more  conformable  to  the  trust  created  by  the  deed  of 
January  1795,  George  qualified  his  life  interest,  in  a 
manner  beneficial  to  Sarah,  and  the  deed  contained  a 
limitation  of  a  moiety  of  the  principal  which  was  pre- 
judicial  to  the  contingent  interest  which  John  had  in  the 
reversionary  interest  of  his  wife.    I  think  that  with  John*s 

consent. 


844 
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conseuty  this  limitation,  as  well  as  the  power  of  dis- 
position ^given  to  his  wife,  might  be  valid.  The  real 
question  seems  to  be,  whether  John  did,  in  fact,  consent 
to  it ;  and  however  little  moral  doubt  there  may  be  on 
the  subject,  yet,  as  he  did  not  execute  the  deed  to  which 
he  was  a  party,  the  Defendants  found  their  resistance 
to  the  Plaintiffs'  claim,  principally,  upon  the  defect  of 
evidence  that  John  ever  did  any  thing  to  deprive  himself 
of  the  right,  which,  under  the  deed  of  1 795,  he  had  to 
his  wife's  interest,  in  the  event  which  happened  of  her 
dying  in  his  lifetime. 


The  evidence  is  indeed  extremely  defective.  1  can 
attach  but  little  importance  to  the  letters  which  have 
been  produced,  and  the  entries  from  the  books  of  Whit" 
ley  afford  of  themselves  but  littl^  information,  and  are 
in  fact  erroneous. 


If  any  further  information  could  be  hoped  for,  I 
should  be  willing  to  direct  inquiries  respecting  the  cus- 
tody of  the  deed  of  1802,  and  of  the  will  of  Sarah^  and 
the  concurrence  of  John  in  the  arrangements  intended 
to  be  thereby  made.  But  upon  the  case  as  it  now 
stands,  resting  upon  the  instruments  and  the  presump- 
tions arising  from  the  relations  between  the  parties,  and 
the  facts  that  John  Inman  acted  principally  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts,  and  that  the  deed  and  will  were 
found  in  the  possession  of  the  executor  of  t/b^n,  I  think, 
that  in  the  absence  of  further  inquiry  and  information, 
John  must  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  arrange- 
ment, and  accepted  the  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife's 
appointees. 
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HARWELL  i;.  BROOKS.  May  7. 

A     SOLICITOR'S  bill  having  been  paid  on  the  15th  Within  twelve 
■^^^      of  April  1848,  a  petition  was  on  the   llth  of  Myment^ofa 
.^j}Hl  1844  presented  for  its  taxation  under  the  6  &  oill  of  costs, 
..    v^-  .        ^A       mi  '  '        %'  1  -r  .  •      *  client  pre- 

7  Vtci.  c.  73.     The  petition  did  not  specify  any  items  in  gented  a  pe- 

die  bill  of  which  the  correctness  or  propriety  was  chal-  ti'ion  for  its 
__-  ,.  t  t      r  -m,        taxation,  but 

longed.     The  petition  came  on   upon  the  7th  of  Mayj  the  petition 

^i:id,  as  no  taxation  could  be  ordered  on  account  of  this  ^tal!^J^ 

citied  no  items 

^:»niission,  of  overcharge, 

no  order  could 

be  made.  The 

Mr.  Kinderdey  asked  that  the  petition  might  stand  twelvemonths 

o^^i^er,  with  liberty  to  amend  by  specifying  the  items  com-  expir^,  the 

x:^  1  sined  of.  Court  refused 

to  allow  the 
petition  to 

Mr.  Turner.    Twelve  months  have  now  elapsed  since  ?*°4  ^^^^* 

^  for  the  pur- 

t^WTM,  ^  payment,  and  no  order  can  therefore  be  made  for  pose  of 

amendment. 


t».^Uon.(a)     The  Court  will  not,  by  allowing  the  pe-  r^^f^„^g 
'^i^ion  to  stand  over,  extend  the  time  limited  by  the  the  items, 
^^^tute.     The  petitioner  will  not  be  without  remedy; 
^  S^  present  solicitor  is  liable  for  neglecting  to  state  the 

"734^  Master  o/the  Rolls. 

I  must  yield  to  this  objection,  and  I  am  inclined  to 
^"■ik  that  I  must  not  give  leave  to  amend.  After  pay- 
"^^'it,  the  items  complained  of  ought  to  be  distinctly 
®^^ted  in  the  petition.  In  a  former  case  I  came  to  the 
^^^*^clusion  that  it  was  sufficient  to  present  the  petition 
^~^^  taxation  within  the  twelve  months  (b) ;  but  if  the 
^'■'^Urt;  were  to  permit  a  party  to  present  an  ineffective 

petition, 
^^^  ^^  re  DowncM,  8  Beav.  42$.     {b)Sayerv.WagtiafySBeav,4}S. 
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petition,  and  then,  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  trn 
allow  him  to  make  out  a  substantive  case  by  at 
ment,  it  would  be  in  effect  enlarging  the  time  li 
by  the  statute. 

As  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  to  obtain  f 
ation  after  payment  the  client  must  present  an  eff 
petition  within  the  twelve  months,  and  Ihat  a  pc 
on  which  no  order  can  be  made  cannot,  after  the  t 
months  have  expired,  be  allowed  to  be  amended  fi 
purpose  of  making  it  effective. 

On  a  subsequent  day, 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  remained  ( 
same  opinion. 


Junes, 


BRADSTOCK  v.  WHATLEY. 


After  a  delay 
of  between  six 
and  seven 
weeks,  the 
Court  de- 
clined, ex 
parte,  to  grant 
to  the  Plain- 
tiffliberty  to 
enter  an  ap- 
pearance for  a 
Defendant 
under  the  8th 
Order  of  Au^ 
guH  1841. 


^T^HE  subpcsna  in  this  case  was  served  on  the  2( 
April  1844,  and  on  the  5th  of  June  following, 
an  interval  of  between  six  and  seven  weeks,)  the  PL 
applied  ex  parte  for  liberty  to  enter  an  appearanc 
the  Defendant  under  the  8th  Order  of  the  26 
Augtist  1841.  (a) 

Mr.  Beviry  in  support  of  the  application. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that,  after  the 
which  had  occurred,  he  could  not  make  the  order 


(a)  Ord.  Can,  165. 
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<  Plaintiff  might  either  serve  a  subpcsna  again  or  give 

^  Defendant  notice  of  the  application,  (a)  _ 

^^  ^  '  Bradstock 


Whatlbt. 


The  Plaintiff  afterwards  served  the  Defendant  with 
i^tice  of  the  motion,  and  the  order  was  thereupon  sub- 
r^quently  made. 

(a)  See  Edmonds  v.  NicoU,  6  Beao.  334, 


M^KEVERAKIN  v.  CORT.  j^  i«. 

R*  BAILYf  for  the  Plaintiffs,  moved,  under  the  The  Solicitor 
28th  Order  of  the  26th  of  October  1842(a),  for  puJ/^'"'''* 
^*^  ^  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  Defendant  pointed,undcr 
«^<=>.^n  Cortj  who  was  a  lunatic,  but  had  not  been  so  found  Order  of  the 
^yr     inquisition.     He  cited  Brooks  v.  Jobling.  {b)  ^J^  o^  Oc^ 

guardian  ad 

Xtappearmg,  by  affidavit,  that  the  Defendant  was  of  ^^Dt'" 

^^r^  sound  mind,  that  the  subpoena  had  been  served,  and  fendant  not 

t^Ci.E  no  writ  de  hmatico  inquirendo   had   been   issued  inquj^Uionf 

Linst  the  Defendant, 


^Hit  Master  of  the  Rolls  appointed  Mr.  Johnson^ 
the  solicitor  of  the  suitor's  fund,  guardian  to  the  De- 
fendant John  Cort^  by   whom   he   might  appear   and 
^swer  the  Plaintiff's  bill  and  defend  the  suit 

(a)  Ordmes  Can.  817.  (6)  S  Hare,  155. 


See  note  to  Needham  v.  Stmth,  6  Beav.  130. 
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Ju^  26.  HE  WETT  i;.  FOSTER. 

A  trastee  was   fTHHE  Defendant  Hexoett  was  the  sole  executor  of  tB  ■»  the 
declared  liable      ■  •  j    ▼^    .  i  yy       ..  «f 

for  a  breach  testatrix,  and  roster  and  Heweit  were  trustees  =  o» 

of  tru«^  and     ^^g  residue  for  the  PlaintiflSi. 
was  ordered 
to  pay  the 

S^'hwiM  '^^^y  ccnn^^^ed  a  breach  of  trust,  by  selling  out  th*-^e 

He  complied  trust  fund  and  lending  it  to  the  Defendant  HeocetL     j^^^  At 

decree.  Held  ^^®  original  hearing  they  were  decreed  to  replace  E         iU 

that  he  was  and  to  pay  the  costs  (a\  which  was  accordingly  doD^ci^De. 

entitled  to  hit  ,  /      ^  ,      w  .       ,     , 

costs  of  the  It  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  air~^  -ny 

pr^^inn  ^^  ^^^  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  legacies  of  the  ter  -^^as- 
for  clearing  tatrix  were  unpaid :  to  ascertain  the  class  of  childrc^^^^ 
f^  the  fond,    entitled,  and  whether  their  father  was  of  ability  to  maii^  -b- 

tain   them.     The  Defendants  attended  these  inquiri^  ^^ 

before  the  master. 

The  cause  came  on  for  further  directions,  and  tlcr"^e 
question  was,  whether  the  trustees  were  entitled  to  thei  '^'^ 
costs  subsequent  to  the  decree. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Beavan^  for  the  PIaintiffS^^*» 
suggested  that,  as  the  whole  litigation  had  been  create^  ^^^ 
by  the  breach  of  trust,  the  trustees  were  not  entitled  X^^^^  ^ 
the  subsequent  costs. 

Mr.  Chandkss  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Kinderslet/y    for    Foster    the    trustee,    was    no^r^  ^^ 
heard  by 

(a)  6  Beaoan^  S59. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said  that  he  thought        1844. 
"fche   trustee   clearly   entitled    to   have    his   subsequent     ^^TT*'^'^""^^ 
<x>sts.  V, 

FOSTBB. 


See  Pride  v.  Fook$,  3  Beavan,  430. 


NIXON  t;.  FEW.  July  3.  S. 

I^TR  SIMPSON  applied  for  an  order   for  the  ap-  Whether  a 

^■^  pointment,  without  their  personal  appearance  in  l?**^^""?! 

Court  or  a  commission,  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  to  infants,  assigned  to  an 

Some  of  them  were  resident  within,  and  some  out  of  the  'j^vJIJ^^e  *° 

Jurisdiction,  {a)     As  to  those  resident  within  the  juris-  jurisdiction, 

<liction,  he  cited  Dratit  v.  Vause  (b)  as  an  authority  for  ,>,g  hjnj  into 

the  application,  in  which  case  such  an  order  had  been  Court  or  by 

1    •        t      X       J  ^1  11  means  of  a 

Mnade  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  commission, 


qutere. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  speak  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  point. 
X^     is  every  day's  practice  to  bring  infants  into  Court 
f^r  the  purpose  of  assigning  them  guardians.     I  feel 
r^I  uctant  to  make  the  order  at  the  present  moment. 


^^^r.  Simpson  again  mentioned  this  case.  jy/^  5^ 

^f^e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  not  been  able 
^   ^fDmmunicate  with  the  Lord  Chancellor;  but  that  he 

had 

^«^'i    ShutUeworth    v.    ShuiHe-      and  see  HUl  v.  Smith,  1  Mad, 
^'^^^t  «  Hare,  147.;  Smith  v.      290.;  trnA  Greeny.  Badley^ant'^, 
^^*^er,  3  Beav,  10.  p.  271. 

C^3  1   Y.  i^  C.  {C.C.)  580.; 
"Vol.  VI  I.  A  a 
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184*4.        had  no  objection  to  make  the  order  as  to  the  infi 
^^'^^^     who  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  for  that  had  frequer 
r.  been  done  before.  That  as  to  the  infants  who  were  wit. 

^^^'         the  jurisdiction,  it  was  evident  that  if,  without  so 
special  grounds,  the  order  was  made,  the  old  practic* 
bringing  infants  into  Court  for  the  purpose  of  assign 
them  guardians  would  be  entirely  subverted. 

Mr.  Simpson  said    he  would   be  contented   with 
order  limited  to  those  who  were  out  of  the  jurisdictic 
and  the  order  was  so  made. 


an 


Note.  — See  27th  Order  of  S6th  October  1842,  Ordmet  Can.  Ql"!^ 


^     ^' 


July  5. 


THOMPSON  V.  THOMPSON. 


A  sole  Plain-  ^THHE  original  bill  was  filed  by  Sarah  Thompson.    Sh^ 

tiff  became  J-    became  insolvent,  whereupon  her^  assignee  filed  a^ 

assignee  filed  supplemental   bill,   but  before  the  Defendant  had  ap- 

a  supple-  peared  thereto,  the  assignee  obtained  an  order  for  dis- 

but  before'       missing  the  supplemental  bill  without  costs. 

appearance, 

o'^tained  an 

order  to  (lis-  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hardy  moved  to  discharge 

plementnl  bill    ^'^^  order,  insisting  that  it  was  wrong  to  dismiss  the 

alone,  without  supplemental  bill  without  dismissinir  the  orimnal  bill  at 
cobts.    Held,     ,    '^  .  ^,  ,  .      ,    ,         ,     V.  n     , 

re"ular.  the  same  time.      Iney  complamed  that  the  Defendant 

Before  ap-     |j^j  \}qq\\  put  to  expense  by  this  mode  of  proceeding, 
pcarance,  a  i  i  ./  r  o 

Plaintiff  may 

Suttsti"       Mr.  EidcHon,  cofUrd. 

Horlock  v,  Priestley  {a)  was  referred  to. 

The 

{a)  8  Sim,  621. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  before  the  sup- 
plemental bill  had  been  filed,  the  Defendant  might  have 
moved  that  the  assignee  should  file  a  supplemental  bill 
ivithin  a  given  time,  or  that  the  bill  should  be  dis- 
missed, (of  That,  by  dismissing  the  supplemental  bill 
^thout  costs,  the  Defendant  was  left  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  before,  and  that  he  did  not  see  any  irregularity 
in  dismissing  the  supplemental  bill  without  costs,  there 
liaving  been  no  appearance  entered  at  the  time,  {b) 


1844. 


Thompson 

0. 

TnoMPSON. 


By  arrangement,  it  was  agreed  that  the  original  bill 
should  also  be  dismissed  without  costs. 


(a)  Sec  Lord  HunUnglower  v. 
SAerbom,  5  Beav.  380. 


(6)    1     Smith^t     Prac. 
Wyatt's  Pr.  Reg.  60.  61. 


422. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  MULLAY. 

npHE  Defendant,  John  MuUat^y  having  married  Caihe- 
-*•  rine  Cooper  in  fraud  of  the  Marriage  Act  (4  G.  4. 
c.  76.),  an  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
General,  under  the  twenty-third  section  of  that  act,  to 
have  it  declared  that  John  Mtdlay  had  forfeited  all  inte- 
rest in  the  present  and  future  property  of  his  wife,  and 
to  have  the  same  properly  settled. 

At  the  hearing,  such  forfeiture  was  declared,  and  it 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  property, 
and  to  approve  of  a  proper  settlement,  {a)  The  Master 
had  approved  of  a  settlement  whereby  the  property  was 
settled  exclusively  on  the  wife,  and  the  issue  of  her 
present  marriage. 

Mr. 

(a)  4  Buss.  329. 
Aa  2 


June  24. 
Jufy  6. 

Where  the 
husband  alone 
incurs  a  for- 
feiture under 
the  Marriage 
Act  (4  G,  4. 
c.  76.  *.  25.), 
the  Court  has 
no  authority 
to  order  any 
settlement  of 
the  wife's  pro- 
perty on  tne 
issue  of  the 
wife  by  any 
subsequent 
marriage. 
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Mr.  Laoat  and  Mr.  Sheffield  appeared  for  the  differ- 
ent parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  inquired  whether  there 
ought  not  to  be  some  provision  made  for  the  issue  of 
any  future  marriage  of  the  wife,  and  said  he  would  read 
the  act  before  he  approved  the  settlement. 


July  6.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  on  reading  the 

act  he  found  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
it  prevented  his  making  any  provision  for  the  issue  of 
any  second  marriage,  and  the  settlement  must  therefore 
be  executed  as  approved  by  the  Master. 


"tl 


Note.  — By  the  twenty-third  section,  where  the  marriage  of  i^     "^^aof 
minor  is  procured  by  a  false  oath  o^  knowingly  without  the  conseofc^^ 
of  the  parent  or  f^uardian,  the  Court,  upon  the  information  of  ^'^xM\ 
Attorney-General,  may  declare  a  forfeiture  of  all  interest  in  vaimrmMM      ac 
property  accruing  to  the  party  so  offending  by  force  of  such  VDXsm.^rwmmm 
riage,  and  to  order  the  property  to  be  secured  "  for  the  benefit  of  thjrff.^  "If  th 
innocent  party,  or  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  or  of  any  of  them^c-fieni 
in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  shall  think  fit,"  &c.  **  and  if  hots' <=>«:Aotl 
the  parties  so  contracting  marriage  shall,  in  the  judgment  of  tM  -9      ""  the 
Court,  be  guilty  of  any  such  oficnce  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  lawfv^^^^^  ivfu/ 
for  the  said  Court  to  settle  and  secure  such  property,  or  any  pa:.^^:^  part 
thereof,  immediately  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  of  the  marriag^^'^  is£c^ 
subject  to  such  provisions  for  the  offending  parties,  by  way  of  mail  m  mx,  ^aia- 
tennnce  or  otherwise,  as  the  said  Court,  under  the  particular  ci 2 '^:»    n>. 
cumstances  of  the  case,  shall  think  reasonable,  regard  being  hadtoU^    -^Dthe 
benefit  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage  during  the  lives  of  their  parenB*  ^"^  nts, 
and  of  the  issue  of  the  parties  respectivety  by  any  future  marriiige,  »       .«>  <3r 
of  the  parties  themselves,  in  case  either  of  them  shall  survive  tM  :^  ^Ve 
other." 


.^^ 
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RADBURN  V.  JERVIS.  Juls^s^s. 

'  HE  Master  having  made  his  general  report,  moS^rub 

of  practice, 

^St^r.  fVillcocky  at  the  expiration  of  eight  clays,  moved  of  coiiirse*^"* 

^^^       <:^onfirm  it  absolute.     The  motion  was  made  out  of  may  be  made 

^^■•nn,  on  a  day  which  was  neither  a  seal  day  nor  the  or  out  of  term 

c«>^^  t:  inuation  of  the  seal.     He  cited  Lord  Harborough  v.   !*  "n^y«^rsal,  or 
r:m^  's  subject  to 

*^^^^9^ina1y(a)y  in  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  stated  to  any  qualifica- 

h^v^  laid  down,  that  all  motions  of  course  may  be  made  "°''*»  ^'"'']^- 

^^*t.      of  term,  as  well  as  in  term,  on  any  day,  whether  a 

s^aX    day  or  not. 

3P  yie  Master  of  the  Roxls  said  he  had  some  reluc- 
^*^cic  in  making  the  order,  but  that  if  the  Lord  Chan- 
^^llor  bad  laid  down  the  rule  as  broadly  as  it  was  stated, 
*^^  Mrould  follow  it  with  pleasure.  That  he  was,  how- 
ever^  desirous  of  communicating  with  the  Lord  Chan* 
^^Hor  on  the  subject. 


^Jr.  fVillcoch  again  mentioned  the  case,  and  admitted        Jm/v  8. 
^^^  the  rule  must  receive  some  qualification,  as  where 
^^  personal  liberty  of  a  party  would  be  affected;  but  he 
^^**J   that  this  case  was  not  of  that  description. 


th^t 


'^yte  Master  of  the  Rolls  observed,  that  he  thought 

the  generality  of  the  rule  ought  to  receive  some 

"*^olif5cation  ;   that,  though  there  did  not  appear  to  be 

y  ^reat  objection  to  its  application  to  the  present  case, 

***    He  did  not  like  to  go  on  acting  upon  this  general 

rule, 

(a)  1  Phil.  564. 
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1844-.  rule,  without   knowing  whether  it  was  to  receive  any 

^T"^^^"^^  qualification  ;  and  that  therefore  he  would  not  make  the 

p.  order  at  present. 
Jebvis. 


The  case  was  not  mentioned  again. 


Junel. 
July3\. 

One  member 
of  a  club,  on 
behalf  of  him- 
self and  the 
rest,  sued  two 
other  mem- 
bers, to  re- 
cover back 
monies  be- 
longing to  the 
club.     It  hav- 
ing been  de- 
termined that 
the  other  in- 
dividual mem< 
bers  were  not 
necessary  par- 
tics:  Helu, 
that  the  De- 
fendants could 
not  resist  the 
production  of 
documents  in 
their  posses- 
sion, on  the 
ground  that 
ihe  other 
members  bad 
an  interest  in 
them. 

A  Plaintiff 
ought  not  to 
use  for  any 
collateral  pur- 
pose, docu- 
ments ordered 


RICHARDSON  v.  HASTINGS. 

nPHIS  case  is  reported  on  the  argument  of  the  de- 
murrers, (a)     The  Defendants  put  in  their  answer^ 
admitting  that  they  had  in  their  possession  a  number  o9  < 
documents  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned..^ 
The  answer  however  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  **  was  th^^ 
attorney   of  PlaintifTs,  in  several   proceedings  at  law 
institute  by  different  creditors  of  the  Alliance  Club, 
the  instigation  of  the  Plaintiff  or  his  partner,  against  th* 
Defendants  as  members  of  the  committee  of  the 
club,"  which  proceedings  were  afterwards  more  particu 
larly  stated,  and  one  of  which  actions  was  stated  to  I 
still  pending*    They  claimed  to  have  such  particulai 
protected  from  the  inspection  of  the  Plaintiff  under 
authority  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Cameron  now  moved  for  the  production  of  if 
documents. 

Mr.  Pwvis  contended,  first,  that  the  other  member 
were  equally  interested  with  the  Defendants  in  the  doc 

menr 

(a)  Ant^^  p.  301.  and  323, 

by  the  Court  to  be  produced  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit. 


h( 


-ei 
z\ 


Hastings. 
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mentSy  and  that  an  order  for  production  could  not  be  1 84^4. 
made  in  their  absence.  Production  was  refused  in  jiJch  rd 
Mtirray  v.  Walter  (a),  and  in  Lopez  y. Deacon  (i),  where  ^^  v. 
the  documents  were  in  the  possession  of  an  agent,  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and  persons  not  parties  to  the 
cause. 

Secondly,  that  the  object  of  the  Plaintiflf  was  not  to  use 
the  documents  for  the  legitimate  purposes  of  this  suit, 
but  to  assist  in  the  actions  brought,  and  to  be  brought, 
by  the  creditors  against  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Cameron^  in  reply. 

The  question  of  want  of  parties  has  been  disposed  of 
by  the  decision  oa  the  demurrers.  The  Plaintiff  sues 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  members;  there- 
fore every  person  interested  in  the  documents  is  before 
the  Court. 

As  to  the  other  point,  the  Plaintiflf  is  willing  to 
undertake  not  to  use  the  documents  for  the  purposes 
apprehended  by  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having,  during  the  argu- 
ment, referred  to  Few  v.  Guppy  (c),  said  he  would  con* 
sider  the  points. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  •^"(v  ^l 

In  this  case,  I  think  that  the  Defendants  are  bound  to 
produce,  or  to  permit,  the  inspection  of  the  documents 


m 


(a)  Cr,  4-  Ph.  114.  (c)  Hare  on  Ditcoveiy,  124., 

(6)  6  Befwan,  254. ;   and  see      and  Wigram  on  Ditcov^ry^  p.  245. 
Taiflor V.  Rwtdeil,  Cr, ^Ph,l\\. 
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IS^if.        in  their  possession.     I  think  that  they  cannot  refuse  the 
J^"^^^^^^^^^     production  on  the  ground  that  other  persons  not  parties  -^e 

lllCHARDSON     ^  "  .1.1., 

r.  to  the  cause  have  an  interest  in  them,  it  having  been  .^ 

Hastings,     determined  that  those  other  pefsoiis  are  not,  under  the^j*= 
circumstances  of  this  case,  necessary  parties  to  the  cause.  ^ 

It  was  objected  that  the  Plaintiff  is  an  attorney  in  ac 

tions  brought  against  the  Defendants  by  different  creditors^-s 
of  the  club  whose  affairs  are  the  subject  of  this  suit,  andK^ 
that  he  may  use  the  documents  sought  to  be  produced 
as  evidence  of  the  demands  which  those  creditors  have*=^ 
against  the  club. 

I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  use  the  docu 

ments  for  any  such   collateral   object;  and  as    he   has^^ 
offered,  if  I  should  think  it  right,  to  undertake  not  tc 

use  the  documents,  or  any  copy  of  them,  for  that  pur^ 

pose,  I  shall  make  the  order  for  the  production  or  in- 
spection of  these  documents,  on  his  undertaking  to  thai 
effect. 
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3  844.. 


SMITH  V.  The  Earl  of  EFFINGHAM.  Morchu.  i.-. 

Matf  6. 

•HIS  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Dtidgeon^  In  1817,  a 
,  .     .  11/..  1  1  tenant  for  life 

claiming  to  be  the  first  incumbrancer  on  the  estate  of  freehold 

I  Mr.  Primrose,  which  was  subject  to  a  number  of  testates, subject 

11         1    •  .to  long  out- 

er incumbrances,  and  had  been  dealt  with  in  a  suit  standing 

/hich  the  PlaintiflFs  had  not  been  made  parties.     The  J^^^J'S^^'^ 

:erial  circumstances  were  as  follows  :  —  annuity  to  the 

Plaintiff, 
secured  by 

The  Defendant,  Francis  Ward  PrimrosCy  was  tenant  warrant  of 

life  of  the  freehold  estates  in  question,  subject,  how-  which  judg- 

r,  to  an  outstandinij  satisfied  term  of  500  years,  and   L"^"^  ^®' 

,.  .  ^    ,  r  forthwith  en- 

>  to  another  outstanding  satisfied  term  of  1000  years,   tered  up  and 

was  also  entided  to  a  copyhold  estate,  in  respect  of  ^^  ^^    *. 
ch  the  Plaintiff  made  a  claim  by  his  bill;  but  which,   in  isisand 
ing  been  abandoned  at  the  bar,  it  is  not  necessary  created  other 
her  to  notice.  incumbrances. 

The  ^^°  °^  which 
were  by  de- 
s  of  the  estate.  The  Plaintiff  did  not  sue  out  any  eUgU  till  1822,  when  he  did 
The  inquisition  being  duly  relumed,  he  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment, 
h  he  discontinued,  in  consequence  of  the  outstanding  terms.  In  a  suit  to 
h  the  Plaintiff  was  no  party,  the  priorities  of  the  other  incumbrancers  were  de- 
ti.  The  Plaintiff,  within  twenty  years  from  the  iHst  payment  of  the  annuity, 
this  bill  against  all  the  other  parties,  to  have  it  declared  that  he  M'as  entitled  to 
j  as  first  incumbrancer;  that  the  decree,  &c.  might  be  altered,  or  that  the  Plain- 
light  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  at  law,  and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  re- 
ned  from  setting  up  the  terms.  One  of  the  defences  was,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
lity  was  usurious.  The  Court  held  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  barred  by  the  pro- 
ings  in  the  suit,  and  retained  the  bill  for  a  year,  giving  the  Plaintiff  leave  to 
;  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  freehold,  and  restraining  the  Defendants 
setting  up  the  terms;  and  also,  (though  not  specifically  asked  by  the  bill),  from 
ig  up  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  Court  also  refused  to  interfere  with  the 
cation  of  the  rents  in  the  meantime,  or  to  grant  inquiries  as  to  the  validity 
16  Plaintiff's  charge,  holding  that  prima  facie  credit  was  to  l>e  given  to  the 
ment,  and  that  if  the  Defendants  bad  any  c(]uitable  case  to  make  against  the 
ment,  they  ought  to  adopt  proceedings  of  their  own  to  establish  that  case. 
1  a  suit  in  which  the  priorities  of  different  incumbrancers  on  an  estate  were 
rmined,  a  receiver  had  been  appointed.  A.  B.,  who  claimed  to  be  first  in- 
brancer,  not  having  been  made  a  party  to  that  suit,  filed  a  bill  of  his  own  to 
)libh  his  right :  Held,  that  the  receiver  was  not  a  necessary  party,  and  but  for 
decision  in  Lewis  v.  Lord  Zouchc,  2  Simons  388.,  he  would  have  been  considcicd 
nproper  party. 
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is^^. 


Smith 

V, 

The  Earl  of 
Effingham. 


The  Defendant,  Mf.  Pnmrose^  being  so  entitled,  ii—  :■ 
consideration,  as  it  was  said,  of  2660/.,  to  him  paid  bjj^ 
the  Plaintiff  Dudgeon^  executed  an  indenture  dated  tii^^  i 
15th  of  Novemher  1817,  and  thereby  granted  to  Dudgeon 
an  annuity  of  S80/.  for  the  life  of  the  grantor,  and  b; 
the  deed  covenanted  to  pay  the  annuity.     On  the  sain^» 
day,  Mr.  Primrose  executed  a  power  of  attorney,  au—  J 
thorising  certain  persons,  by  confession  or  otherwise,  tcz^ 
suffer  judgment  to  be  entered   up  against  him,  iu  atrm 
action  of  debt,  for  5320/.  and  costs,  at  the  suit  of  Dud^^ 
geon^  subject  to   defeasance   on   due   payment   of  the 
annuity. 

Pursuant  to  this  warrant  of  attorney,  judgment  was 
signed,  and  the  docket  entered  on  the  15th  of  Decembei  <^" 
1817. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Mr.  Dudgeon  having  the 
judgment,  and  under  it  a  general  security,  but  no  specific 
lien  on  the  land,  Mr.  Primrose  granted  another  annuity 
to  William  Browfiy  and  by  indenture,  dated  the  9th  oG 
December*  1818,  made  between  Mr.  Primrose  of  the  first 
part,  Brawn  of  the  second  part,  and  Edward  Howard 
of  the  third  part.  Primrose,  in  consideration  of  5000/. 
paid  to  him  by  Browtiy  granted  to  Brown  a  rent  charge 
of  600/.,  chargeable  upon  and  yearly  issuing  out  of  his 
freehold  and  copyhold  estate,  for  100  years  if  Primrose 
should  so  long  live,  with  power  of  distress  and  entry, 
and  a  demise  to  Howardy  as  trustee,  for  better  securing 
the  annuity.  On  the  death  of  William  Brown^  the 
annuity  became  vested  in  the  Defendant,  Robert  B^mm, 
his  representative,  who  was,  by  the  bill,  alleged  to  be  a 
trustee  thereof  for  the  Defendants  the  Earls  of  Effingham 
and  Rosebertfy  and  William  Harvey. 


Again, 
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Again,  on  the  2nd  of  August  1819,  Primrose^  by  in-         1844. 

enture  dated  on  that  day,  in  consideration  of  S50t     ^^^^"^ 

•^  [Smith 

aid  to  liim  by  Hemy  Pearson^  granted  to  Pearson  an  v, 

inuity  of  50/.  for  the  life  of  the  grantor,  and  covenanted  Eppij^lj^^ 
\  pay  the  same;  and  for  the  securing  that  annuity, 
*rimrose  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess 
idgment,  which  was  accordingly  entered  up  in  or  as  of 
lilary  term  1820.  This  annuity  had  become  vested 
I  the  Defendant,  James  Henry  Manfi. 

On  the  16th  of  Atigust  1819,  Primrose^  in  considera- 
on  of  700/.  paid  to  him  by  Richard  Brydges^  granted 
>  Brydges  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  the  life  of  the  grantor, 
nd  covenanted  to  pay  the  same,  and,  for  better  securing 
be  payment  thereof,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
onfess  judgment,  which  was  accordingly  entered  up  in 
lilary  term  1820.  This  annuity  had  become  vested  in 
he  Defendant  James  William  Smith, 

And  on  the  7th  of  December  1819,  Mr.  Primrose  exe- 
uted  an  indenture  of  that  date,  made  between  himself 
if  the  first  part,  Edward  Howard  of  the  second  part, 
fohn  TVaite  of  the  third  part,  and  James  Gibbs  of  the 
3urth  part,  and  thereby,  in  consideration  of  1400/.  paid 
\y  TVaite^  granted  to  Howard^  in  trust  for  TVaite^  an 
nnuity  of  200/.  for  100  years,  if  Primrose  should  so 
onglive;  and  for  the  purpose  of  better  securing  the 
anie,  demised  his  freehold  estate  to  Gibbs  for  ninety- 
line  years,  if  Primrose  should  so  long  live,  on  trust  for 
ecurtng  the  payment  of  the  annuity.  It  was  said,  that 
ifter  the  death  of  John  Waite^  this  annuity  and  the 
securities  for  the  payment  thereof  were  assigned  to  the 
Defendant  Mr.  Bateman  and  Mr.  Shepherd^  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Earls  of  Rosebery  and  Effingham  and 
William  Hai-vey. 

Thus, 
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1844.  Thus,  it  appeared,  that  before  the  year  1820,  \^^^      .  * 

"^^^^^     Primrose  had  granted  five  several  annuities,  of  whi'i-  ^^^ 

V.  three,  viz.  the  annuities  granted  to  Dudgeon^  P^ancC^^*-^^"* 

Effinoham.  ^"^  J^'y^g^^y  were  secured  by  grant,  covenant  ar*  ^*  ^^^ 
judgment  only,  whilst  the  two  annuities,  granted  M  B  to 
Brown  and  Watte  respectively,  were  secured  by  d^t>  "^ 
mises  of  the  estate. 

Dudgeon*s  annuity  was  paid  up  to  the  15th  of  Afci^^^^-^'i?- 
vember  1820,  but  afterwards  became  in  arrear;  and  i        '^  it 
was  in  this  state  of  things,  and  on  the  6th  of  Novembes^^^^*^^^^ 
1822,  that   Dudgeon^  by  Mr.  Alder son^  his   attornej^^  ^eji 
caused  a  writ  of  elegit  to  be  issued  on  his  judgment  ^'^■^nt, 
and  there  having  been  a  writ  of  inquisition  duly  re^""*   re- 
turned, he  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recove^^  "^^^er 
possession  of  a  moiety  of  the  land.    It  was  said,  that  tblS  ^^  ^^^ 
action  to  recover  possession  of  a  moiety  of  the  land  wa^^^'^'^as 
stopped,  in  consequence  of  a  discovery  of  the  outstandin^-^'^  ^ 
terms  to  which  the  life  estate  of  Mr.  Primrose  was  sub^i:!^  ^^ 
ject.     However  this  might  be,  the  action  was  non  prosse^'^^'^^^ 
in  Hilary  term  1 826,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  Mrm  ^Hr. 
Dudgeon  took  any  further  step  for  enforcing  payment  oc^      ^» 
his  annuity.     He  assigned  it  to  his  co-plaintiff  Smilf^"^  ^'^' 
in  Norvember  1838,  and  this  bill  was  filed  on  the  7th  o^":^      ^* 
March  1839,  between  eighteen  and  nineteen  years  after  ^^-*®^ 
the  last  payment  of  the  annuity  made  to  Dudgeon^ 

In  the  meantime,  however,  a  bill  was  in  1823  filed  irm  i-       ^" 
this  Court  by  Robert  Brown ^  the  executor  of  WiUian:^^^^^^^ 
Browfif  the  grantee  of  the  annuity  of  600/.,  and  by  th^^*-* 
Earls    of  Effingham   and    Rosebety^    William    Ilarvey^'^S^^* 
Lord  Dalmeni/y  and  by  Messrs.  Bateman  and  Shepherd^^^^'^^''^  ' 
against  Howard  and  Gibbs^  S/iaw^  Hermon  and  Chappcli^'*^^^^  * 
George  Walpole  Clement^  Anthony  PiercCy  Henry  Pearsofif^'^^^^^^* 
Richard  Brydges,   and    Mr.  Primrose^   whereby,   after:^^'^ 
staling  the  deed  of  the  9th  of  December  1818,  and  a  dee(ii->^'^ 
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endorsed  thereon,  dated  the  7th  oi  March  1822,  it  was 
prayed,  that  the  freehold  estate  of  Mr,  Primrose,  for  the 
residue  of  the  demise  created  by  the  indenture  of  the 
9th  of  December  1818,  might  be  assigned,  and  that  all  the 
right  and  estate  of  Howard  under  the  same  indenture 
might  be  assigned  and  conveyed  to  such  person  as  the 
Plaintiff  Boberi  Brown  should  direct,  and  that  all  proper 
parties  might  join  in  the  necessary  deeds  for  so  doing ; 
and  that  Howard  and  Gibbs  might  be  decreed  to  execute 
the  indenture  of  the  7th  of  March  1822,  and  to  deliver 
up  to  the  Plainti£P,  Mr.  Jones  Bateman,  all  the  deeds  be- 
longing to  the  estate;  and  that  all  necessary  declar- 
ations might  be  made  and  directions  given. 


IS^i. 


Smith 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Effingham. 


This  bill  was  three  times  amended ;  and  it  was  not 

bJ-ought  on  to  be  heard  till  the  26th  of  July  1830,  before 

y:%rhich  time,  and  in  Easier  term  1829,  Bn/dges^  to  whom 

th^  annuity  of  100/.   had  been  granted,  filed  his  bill, 

praying  for  a  declaration  that  the  estates  in  question 

*^^fe  subject  to  a  charge  or  lien  in  his  favour,  or  that  he 

'»^*S'^^   l>y  aid  of  the  Court,   have  the  benefit  of  his 

JLM  cJ  s»ment. 


<IZ>n  the  26th  of  Juli/  1830,  it  was  by  the  Vice  Chan- 

^^1 1  cz>r  declared,  in  both  the  causes,  that  Brown^  in  re- 

^F^^^^tof  his  annuity  of  600/.,  was  entitled  to  possession 

^^  t  tie  deeds  anterior  to  his  deed  of  charge,  and  the  De- 

*^  •^  <^  ants,  ShaWy  Hermon  and  Chappell^  were  ordered  to 

"  ^ '  i  ^er  the  same  deeds  to  Brown,  and  the  Defendant 

^ ^<=:^^ZM)€trd  was  ordered  to  assign,  to  such  person  as  Brown 

*^"^=^*-ild  direct,  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  vested  in 

*""*^  »  and  Howard  and  Gibbs  v^ere  ordered  to  execute  the 

^^^^  of  the  7th  of  March  1822.     And  it  was  declared 

**^    -Grown  had  the  first  charge  on  the  life  interest  of 

^^^^9'ose,  under  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  December 

^    ;  that  Mr.  Bateman,  in  trust  for  the  Earl  of  Bose- 

berif. 
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1844.  beri/j  had  the  second  charge  on  the  same  life  intere 
under  the  indentures  of  the  7th  of  December  1819,  ar 
the  7th  of  March  1822;  that  Brydges^  a  Plaintiff  in  t 
first,  and  a  Defendant  in  the  second  cause,  had  t! 
third  charge,  by  virtue  of  his  judgment;  and  it  was  d- 
dared,  that  a  conveyance  dated  the  22nd  of  May  1 82 
was  subject  to  such  charges.  Certain  accounts  we 
ordered,  and  further  directions  reserved. 


Smith 

r. 

The  Earl  of 

Effingham. 


After  the  Master's  report,  and  after  certain  suppl 
mental  bills  had  been  filed,  the  causes  came  on  to 
heard  again ;  and  by  a  decretal  order,  made  on  tl 
23rd  of  July  1832,  after  directing  the  application  of 
balance  found  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Earl  of  Effi) 
ham  and  Mr.  Harvey^  it  was  ordered  that  Brown  shou 
continue  in  possession  of  the  estates,  and  out  of 
rents  retain,  in  the  first  place,  certain  costs,  and  in 
second  place,  the  annuity  to  which  he  was  entitled  und< 
the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  December  1818,  and,  in 
third  place,  to  pay  certain  costs  of  the  Earl  of  Roseber^^^^* 
Mr,  Batefnariy  Mr.  Shepherd^  and  of  Lord  Dalmeny;  an< 
in  the  fourth  place,  to  keep  down  the  annuity  created 
the  indenture  of  the  7th  of  December  1819;  and,  in  tl 
fifth  place,   to  pay   to  the   representatives  of  Btydg 
their  costs  of  the  suit ;  and,  in  the  sixth  place,  to  kee 
down  the  incumbrance  under  the  judgment  obtained 

Brydges  in  Htlaiy  term  1820;  and,  in  the  seventh  pla< <*> 

to  pay  to  Henry  Pearson  his  costs  of  the  suit ;  and,         in 
the  eighth  place,    to  keep  down  the  incumbrance  of 

Henry  Pearson^  under  his  judgment  obtained  in  HiU^^ry 
term  1820. 


By  a  subsequent  order,  dated  the  31st  of  May  18S 
Gardiner  Chapman  was  appointed  Receiver  of  theestota 
and  he  was  directed  to  receive  the  rents  and  apply  th" 


:^7, 

tes, 

em 

in 


Effingham. 
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in  the  manner  directed  by  the  order  of  the  2Srd  of  Jult/        1844. 
^®^^'  Smith 

V. 

It  should  be  stated  that  Messrs.  Howard  and  Gibbs    ^^l^'^^^J 
acted  for  both  parties  in  the  grants  of  the  several  an- 
unities,  and  that  Mr.  Alderson  acted  as  attorney  and 
solicitor  for  Dudgeon  in  the  matter  of  the  elegit  in  1822, 
and  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  of  Brown  v.  Howard. 

On  the  7th  of  March  1839,  Smithy  and  Dtidgeon  his 
assignor,  filed  this  bill  against  Mr.  Primrose  and  the 
several  persons  claiming  to  be  incumbrancers  on  his  life 
estate.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  two 
previous  suits  had,  from  fraudulent  motives,  omitted  to 
Tnake  him  a  party  to  those  suits,  though  they  had  notice 
l)Oth  actual  and  constructive  (through  their  solicitors)  of 
liis  incumbrance;  and  it  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the 
Plaintiff  Smith  was  entitled,  in  equity,  to  stand  as  first  in- 
cumbrancer on  the  estates  for  his  annuity  and  the  arrears 
thereof,  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was 
due  for  such  arrears,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
Uhe  same  and  securing  the  future  payment  of  the  an- 
nuity, the  interest  of  Mr.  Primrose  in  the  estates  might 
l>e  sold,  or  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  let  into  posses- 
sion. The  bill  also  prayed  that  Chapman^  the  Receiver, 
'who  had  been  appointed  Receiver  of  the  same  estate  in 
Uhe  other  cause,  might  pay  to  Smith  the  balance  of  rents 
in  his  hands,  and  might  be  discharged. 

The  bill  also  prayed  that  it  might  be  taken  to  be  a 
l^ill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  and  supplemental 
Xx>  the  said  cause  of  Brown  v.  Howard,  and  the  causes 
connected  therewith,  and  that,  if  necessary,  the  decrees 
^nd  orders  of  the  26th  of  July  1830,  the  23d  of  July 
1832,  and  the  31st  oi  May  1837,  and  the  other  orders, 
vnight  be  reviewed   or  varied ;    or  that  the  Plaintiffs 

might 
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might  be  permitted  to  proceed  at  law  for  the  recovei 
of  the  said  annuity  of  380/.,  and  the  arrears  therec= 
notwithstanding  the  order  of  the  31st  oi  May  1837,  ai=- 
the  appointment  of  Receiver,  and  that  the  Defendan 
might  be  restrained  from  setting  up  the  said  terms 
either  of  them,  or  any  other  legal  estate,  at  such  pra 
ceedings  at  law ;  and  that  the  Receiver  might,  in  tt 
meantime,  be  directed  not  to  make  any  payment  to  ar — 
of  the  Defendants  in  this  cause,  and  for  further  r-^ 
lief,  &c. 


ad 
ts 
3r 


The  Defendants,  amongst  other  things,  insisted 
the  invalidity  of  the  PiaintiiTs  security,  and  that  it  wi 


usurious. 


Sir  William  Follett  (Solicitor-General),  and  Mr.  Wii 
coctf  for  the  Plaintiffs  (a),  abandoned  all  claim  on  th 
copyhold  estates ;  but  contended  that  it  was  not  nc 
sary  to  prove  that  the  Defendants  had  actual  notice 
the  Plaintiff's  judgment;  for  Gibbs  acted  as  solicitor  fa 
both  the  grantor  and  the  grantees  of  the  annuities ;  an*-^ 
that  therefore  the  Defendants  must  have- had  notic 
actual  or  constructive,  and  could  not  protect  themselve 
by  getting  in  an  outstanding  legal  estate;  Maddox 
Maddox  (b) ;  that  the  annuities  were  granted   at  com 
paralively  short  intervals ;  and  **  where  one  transactioi^^ 
is  closely  followed   by   and  connected  with  another,*^^ 
notice  to  the  solicitor  is  notice  to  the  client,  and  it  wil    ^ 
not  be  restricted  to  one  transaction ;  Hargreaves  v.  Rolh — ' 
well  (c),  Fuller  v.  Benett.  (d)     That,  where  a  judgment 
is  entered  up  against  the  owner  of  lands  of  which  the 
legal  estate  is  outstanding  in  a  trustee  or  mortgagee,^^ 
a  purchaser  with  notice  of  the  judgment  will  be  bound-^-^^ 

by 


(a)  The  arguments  are  ex  re- 
tatione, 
{b)  1  Vet,  sen.  60. 


(c)  1  Keen,  154. 
(rf)  S  Hare,  394. 
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by  sach  notice,  although  the  creditor  may  not  have  taken 
out  execution  on  his  judgment;  Tunstally.  Trappes.  (a) 

That  the  lapse  of  time  since  the  annuity  was  granted 
was  no  bar  to  this  suit,  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  {b)j  as  the  Plaintiff's  annuity  had 
been  paid  up  to  the  15th  of  November  1820,  and  the 
bill  was  filed  on  the  7tb  o(  March  1839. 


1844. 


Smith 

V. 
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That  it  was  alleged  by  the  Defendants,  that  the  trans- 
action under  which  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  was  usurious ; 
i>at  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  that  allega- 
Lion.  That  it  was  also  alleged,  that  the  Plaintiff's  judg- 
ment had  not  been  revived  by  scire  facias  as  required 
dy  the  statute  of  Westminster  {c\  but  a  clause  in  the 
warrant  of  attorney  made  any  revival  unnecessary; 
Morris  v.  Janes  {d)^  Hiscocks  v.  Kemp  {e\  and  Morgan 
7.  Burgess  {g\  where  the  agreement  not  to  revive  was 
soade  by  parol. 

That  the  non-registration  of  the  Plaintiffs' judgment  as 
'equired  by  the  late  statutes  (h)^  was  immaterial,  as  the 
^/endants  had  notice,  and,  on  the  assignment  of  Mr. 
'^^xyum's  annuity,  a  bond  of  indemnity,  dated  the  1st  of 
^tcber  1830,  had  been  taken  by  the  Earl  of  Effingham 
>cl   WiUiam  Harvey  against  the  Plaintifi^s  claim. 

I^hat  an  elegit  having  been  sued  out  by  the  Plaintiff^ 
cl    an  inquisition  and  return  made,  TidiTs  Practice  (i), 

he 


«*3    3  Sim.  286. 

*3  5  &  4  fr.  4.  c.  87.  *.  40. 

*='3     15  Ed.  1.  c.  18. 

*0    2  Bam.  4-  Cres.  2.32. 

"^>    SAdol.^  Ems,676.; 

"v-oL.  VII.  n  h 


(g)  1  DmvL  Prac.  Ca,  850. 
N.S. 

(A)  I  &2  Vict.  c.  110.#.  19., 
and  2  &  .3  VicLc.  II. 

(i)  Tidd^t  Prac.  1056.,  9  Ed. 
c.  41. 
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1844.        he  had  a  right  to  stand  as  the  first  incumbrancer ;  Veate 

^■^"^^^^"^^     V.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  (a),  Lord  DiUon  v.  Plas- 

V,  kett.  [b)    That  the  discovery  of  the  outstanding  terms  of 

Effin^am^.    ^^^  ^"^  ^^^  y^^^  ^^^  induced  him  to  enter  a  fwUe 
p?'osequi  in  the  actions  of  ejectment  which  he  bad  com- 
menced.   As  to  these  outstandmg  terms,  that  Mr.  Prim^ 
rose^  as  tenant  for  life,  had  no  power  to  direct  any  as- 
signment of  them  to  be  made  for  'the  benefit  of  any  of  tbe= 
Defendants,  so  that  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Waite  had  noH 
right  to  protection  from  them;  they  were  equitable  incum — 
brancers  with  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment,  and  yeV*^^  ^eX 
in  the  suits  instituted  they  had  arranged  the  prioritie^t:^^  jei 
of  their  incumbrances  without  reference  to  the  judgmenfM-v^nt 
of  the  Plaintiff.    That  a  party  coming  to  this  Court  for ^sfVor 
relief  upon  a  legal  title  could  not  be  driven  back  to  m     ^3  a 
court  of  law ;  and  that  any  person  obstructed  by  titmrK^jhe 
Receiver  in  pursuing  his  rights  might  come  to  this  Couar  mLmn 
for  relief,  and  make  such  Receiver  a  party;  Lewis  ^         r. 
Lord  Zouche.  {c)      The   Plaintiff  therefore   asked   foS^Vot 
an  account  of  the  rents  for  six  years;  and  that  thS'lie 
Receiver  might  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  one  half  of  the  ren^icDts 
of  the  freehold  estates  until  his  annuity  was  satisfie^^*^  ; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  entitled  to 
lien,  and  that  the  other  incumbrancers  had  notice  of  tl 
Plaintiff's  claim.     If  this  was  not  granted,  the  Plaint 
then  asked  that  the  legal  impediment  to  proceedings 
law  might  be  removed,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might 
allowed   to  substantiate  his  claim,   without  disturbir 
what  had  been  done  under  the  former  decrees ;  that 
Defendants   might   be  restrained   from   setting  up 
Statute  of  Limitations;  and  that  the  Receiver  might  pa 
the  rents  into  court. 


The?-^' 


(a^  3  Mjfl,  4-  Croig^  407.  ^c)  2  Simont^  388. 

\b)  2  Bligh,  239.  N.  S, 
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They  also  cited  Toaomhend  v.  Askm  (a)  and  Stileman       1844. 
Askdawn.  (b)  ^""^i!^ 

r. 
Mr.  Tinney^  for  Mr.  Chapman  the  Receiver  appointed    Epp,„cHAif. 
the   causes  of  Brawn  v.  Howard  and   Brydges  v. 
rwardj   contended   that  he  was  not  a  necessary  or 
>per  party  to  this  suit,  and  asked  for  the  immediate 
TJneni  of  his  costs. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Cooke^  for  Sobert  Brawny  the 
'sonal  representative  of  William  Brown.  Neither  the 
iintiff's  warrant  of  attorney  nor  the  judgment,  though 
rketed,  constituted  a  lien  either  in  law  or  equity  upon 
equitable  estate ;  Powell  on  Mortgages  (c),  Sugden*s 
fdors.  {d)  They  only  enabled  the  Plaintiff*  to  esta- 
ih  a  lien,  but  no  lien  was  obtained  till  after  Mr. 
9fm's  annuity  was  granted,  for  Mr.  Brawn's  annuity 
i  granted  in  1818,  and  no  execution  was  sued  out  by 
plaintiff*  till  the  6th  o(  November  1822.  From  1820 
the  7lh  of  March  1839,  no  steps  were  taken  by  the 
lintifi^  to  compel  payment,  and  the  delay  is  a  sufficient 
»and  for  refusing  relief;  Champion  y,  Bigby{e)^  Gre- 
y  V.  Gregory,  (g)  This  Court  had  already  refused  to 
srfere  to  restrain  the  Receiver  from  paying  the  rents  as 
ected  in  the  other  suits ;  Smith  v.  Lord  Effingham.  (Ji) 

The  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.(0  required  that  all  judgments 
>uld  be  registered ;  otherwise,  they  are  not  to  affect 
ids,  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees,  and  creditors  who 

were 

[a)  Referred  to  id  3  Mifl.  4*  (e)  1  Run.  4>  My.  539.,  and 

.  410.  note  (5),  and  in  S  Sug-  TWyit,  4S1.,  affirmed  by  Lord 

i'«    Vendon  (lOth  ed.),  394.  Coitenham^  20i\i  March  ISAQ. 

te  (fi).  (g)  Coop.  901 .,  Jac.  631. 

lb)  8  Atk,  477.  (A)  2  Beav.  232. 

Ic)  Vol.  ii.  (6th  ed.),  608.  (i)  Sect.  19. 
lA)  Vol.  ii.  (lOth  cd.),  585. 
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were  further  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  r.  11.  (a)  froi 
all  judgments  not  registered.     In  Simmons  v.  Peltii  (b 
a  bill  was  filed  by  a  mortgagee  to  foreclose  bis  mort- 
gage,   he   failed   in   his   attempt  to  tack  a  judgment 
which,  though  prior  in  date,  had  not  been  registered  a 
the  time  of  a  subsequent  mortgage.     In  this  case,  there 
fore,   the  Plaintiff  ought  to   have  registered  bis  judj 
ment,  before  he  applied  to  this  Court  for  assistant 
The  judgment  roll    also   ought  to  have  been   prove* 
complete,  and  the   award  of  an  elegit  ought  to  ha^ 
been   added.     Chitty  Prac.  (<?),    Bunnington  on  Ejec~ 
metit  {d\  Adams  on  Ejectment  (e\  Selwyn^s  Nisi  Prius  {g- 
Starkie^s    Evidence  (^),     Ramsbottom  v.    Buckhursi  (a 
Neate  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough,  [k) 


There  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  Defendai 
had  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment  at  the  time  th  a  ^ 
advanced  their  money.  They  may  therefore  proti^^c^t 
themselves  by  any  outstanding  estate;  Sug.  Ven, 
Parch.  {/) 


This  can  only  be  considered  as  an  ejectment  suit  > 
recover  a  moiety  of  the  estate;  but  even  under  it 
Statute  of  Frauds  (»i),  execution  might  be  sued  cf« 
against  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  at  the  time  ^ 
execution  sued.  Under  the  circumstances,  therefor* 
the  Court  will  do  no  more  than  remove  the  terms  out  ^ 
the  way  of  any  proceeding  at  law ;  and  as  the  Plaint  i*^ 
is  no  more  than  an  execution  creditor,  it  will  maker^^^ 

ord^5r^ 


(a)  Sects.  2.  and  5. 
(A)  V.  C.  E.   19th    February 
1844. 
(c)  4  th  ed.  283. 
{d)  Page  330. 
{e)  2d  ed.  26*:. 
[g)  Vol.  ii.  745.  8th.  ed. 


(A)  Vol.  ii.  4I0.3ded. 
(i)  2  Mau.  4  Sch  565. 
(k)  3  My.  ^  Craig,  407.  40  "■ 
413.416,  417. 
(/)  Vol.  iii.  418. 
(w)  29  Car.  2.  c.  3. 
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order  affecting  the  rents.  In  Sharp  v.  Key{a\  where 
rent  became  due  after  the  delivery  of  a  writ  of  elegit 
to  the  sheriff,  but  before  the  inquisition  was  taken 
thereon,  it  was  held  that  the  execution  creditor  was  not 
entitled  to  the  rent 


1844. 


Smith 

V. 

The  Enrl  of 

EVFINGHAK. 


Mr.  Corriey  for  James  Henry  Mann,  complained  that 
the  decree  made  in  the  suits  of  Brown  v.  Hornard  and 
Brydges  v.  Howard,  declaring  the  priorities  of  the  in- 
cumbrancers, was  erroneous,  and  submitted  that  it 
ought  now  to  be  reviewed  and  varied ;  West  v.  Skip  (&), 
Hamilton  v.  Hoitghton,  (c)  He  contended  that  Mr. 
Mann  was  entitled  to  stand  prior  to  Messrs.  Waite  and 
BrydgeSy  who  had  notice  of  his  claim.  He  also  cited 
Foster  y^  BlacJcstone{d)y  Davis  v.  Lord  Strathmore.  {e) 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Parry^  for  Mr.  Bateman^ 
Mr.  Shepherd  and  Mr.  Smithy  argued  that  the  judgment 
irould  only  operate  against  the  trust  estate  of  which  the 
trustee  was  seised  at  the  time  of  execution  sued  Q[) ; 
«nd  for  that  reason  a  judgment  creditor  who  desired  to 
enforce  his  security  against  his  debtor's  equitable  in- 
terest in  freehold  estate,  could  not  file  a  bill  till  he  had 
sued  out  an  elegit ;  Neate  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough,  (h) 
That  the  Plaintiff  came  here  on  his  legal  title,  and  not, 
.as  assumed,  upon  an  equitable  title ;  and  that  the  only 
Yight  be  had  was,  to  have  the  terms  removed  out  of  the 
'way  of  his  obtaining  legal  relief.  That  before  the 
Court  granted  any  relief,  there  should  be  an  enquiry 
Yo  ascertain  under  what  circumstances  the  Plaintiff's 
annuity  was  granted,  and  why  it  was  not  paid  or  pro- 
irided  for  under  the  former  suits  of  Brown  v.  Howard 

and 


(a)  8  Meet,  4-  Wets.  379. 
(A)  1  Vet.  sen.  244, 
(c)  2  Bligh  (O.  5.),  169. 
\d)  1  il/y.  4-  Keen,  297. 


(e)  16  Vet,  419. 

(ij)  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  i.  10. 

(A)  3  Myl.  4"  ^Taig,  407. 
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and  Btydges  v.  Hcmard. 
Gaugain.  {a) 


They  also  cited  Whitworth  v  ^^, 


Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Kenyan^  for  the  Earl  of  Fffing — 
ham^  Lord  Rosebery^  and   William  Harvey^  asked  tha 
the  bill  might  be  dismissed  against  Lord  Bjosebery  witl 
costs,  as  he  had  ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  the  pre 
mises;  and  as  to  the  Earl  of  Effingham  and   Willia\ 
Haroeyy  they  were  trustees  for  Mr.  Primrose^  who  wi 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the   Court.      They  argue- 
that  a  judgment  creditor  had  no  such  right   as  thi 
insisted  on  by  this  bill;  that  his  right  was  legal, 
similar  to  that  of  a  legal  mortgagee,  who  could  not  fi^ 
a  bill  to  get  legal  possession  of  the  estate,  though  I — -=: 
might  come  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  foreclose.     Th- 
this  Court  would  never  entertain  a  bill  purely  declaratoi 
as  to  the  right  of  parties,  and  would  not  entertain  a  b 
by  a  judgment  creditor,  unless  there  was  a  prior  i: 
cumbrancer  who  prevented  the  judgment  creditor  fro 
availing  himself  of  his  right  at  law.     That  the  Cou 
dealt  with  a  judgment  where  it  intervened  in  the  a 
ministration  of  assets,  only  because  it  was  considered 
impediment,  which  the  Court  must  necessarily  removi 
for  the  same  reason  when  the  Court  sold  an  estate, 
would  also  interpose  on  behalf  of  a  judgment  credito 
but  that  a  judgment  creditor  had  no  right  either  to 
this  Court  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  or  to  enforce  tl 
judgment,  which  was  the  province  of  a  Court  of  La 
The  Plaintiff  rested  his  claim  upon  his  legal  title;  ai 
no  equitable  relief  could  be  given,  unless  the  Plainti 
put  his  title  in  the  power  of  the  Court;  Astony.hor 
Exeter  (i),   BaJcer  v.  Hrnwood  (c),  and  that  the  circu 
stances  creating  a  suspicion  that  this  was  not  a  X^^g::^^^ 

transactio      -^ 


■e 


(a)  Cr,  4-  PA.  325. 

(6)  6  Vet.  288. 

ic)  7  Sm.  373.   See  also  Beer 


V.  Wardy  Jac,  194.;  and  Hiflta 
V.  Morgan,  6  Vet.  295. 
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transaction  were  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse 
any  relief* 

That  the  PlaintifT  had  been  guilty  of  great  laches 
and  neglect ;  for  nineteen  years  had  elapsed  since  Mr. 
Dudgeon  brought  the  ejectment,  and  no  attempt  had 
been  made  to  put  the  judgment  in  force:  and  there  was 
also  no  evidence  to  shew  when  the  outstanding  terms 
were  discovered.  That  in  March  ISSS,  a  bill  was  filed 
by  Mr.  Aldersan,  as  the  solicitor  for  Mr.  BrawUf  to  re- 
cover the  tide  deeds;  and  in  1826,  Mr.  Alderson  was 
acting  as  the  attorney  for  Mr.  Dudgeon^  in  the  action  of 
gectment:  the  Plaintiff  must  therefore  have  had  full 
notice  of  the  proceedings  in  the  other  suits,  and  having 
neglected  to  prosecute  his  claim,  the  Court  would  not 
now  assist  him. 


871 


184.4. 


SlflTU 
V, 

The  Earl  of 

EFFINORiJI. 


Sir  fViUiaM  FoUett^  in  reply.  The  royal  assent  to  the 
2  8c  S  Vict,  c.  11.  was  given  after  the  institution  of  this 
suit.  The  act  was  prospective,  and  did  not  affect  pur- 
chasers, mortgagees,  or  creditors  having  incumbrances, 
and  it  did  not  say  that  a  security  could  not  be  enforced, 
unless  it  was  registered. 

Curtis  V.  Curtis  (a),  and  Stonehemer  v.  Thompson  (b) 
were  also  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  the  Plaintiff  Dudgeon  was  no  party  to  any  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  other  suits,  he  is  not  bound  by  them. 
He  stands  prior  in  point  of  time,  and  in  all  other  cir- 
cumstances equal,  to  Pearson  and  Brydges^  who  had 
mhe  benefit  of  the  proceedings  after  the  incumbrance  of 

Waite, 

(a)  2  Bro.  a  C.  619.  (b)  2  Alk.  440. 

Bb  4f 


Majf  $, 
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Smith 

o. 

The  Earl  of 

Effingham. 


Watte,  who,  thongh  subsequent  in  point  of  time,  had  i 
specific  lien  on  the  property.     If  the  Plaintifii  had  ad — 
mitted  the  priority  of  the  charges  of  Brown  and  Waite^ 
I  should  have  thought  it  necessary  to  direct  some  en — 
quiries  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them,  if  the  fact^:^ 
should   warrant  it,  to  take  priority   before   the  otbei 
charges  of  the  like  nature  with  theirs. 


But  their  counsel  having  at  the  bar  claimed  less  thai 
is  demanded  by  the  bill,  the  Plaintiffs  still  insbt  thi 
they  are,  as  to  the  freeholds  or  a  moiety  thereof,  entitl 
at  law,  to  priority  before  the  incumbrances  of  Brawn  an*' 
Waite^  and  they  allege  that  the  ejectment  commence 
in  1822,  so  far  as  regards  Brown  and    Waite^  migl 
have  been  successfully  prosecuted,  and  it  would  ha^ 
been  prosecuted,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  outstandii 
satisfied  terms,  which  were  in  existence  at  the  dates 
the  grant  to  Dudgeon  and  of  his  judgment. 

The  Plaintiffs  having  in  their  bill  prayed  a  declai 
tion  of  their  title  in  equity,  and  having  by  their  bill  on! 
asked  for  relief  consequential  upon  that  title,  have,  i 
argument,  rested  their  case  upon  a  legal  title,  of  whic- 
they  are  unable  to  avail  themselves  without  the  assii 
ance  of  a  court  of  equity,  by  reason  of  the  ontstandin 
terms.     They  have  not  directly  asked  for  such  assist 
ance,  but  still  pray  for  a  declaration  of  their  right  i 
equity. 


It  is  however  clear,  that  even  if  they  have  suci 
legal  title  as  they  allege,  they  could  not  assert  it  at  law 
without  the  assistance  of  this  court;  and  it  appears  t 
me  that  as  the  judgment  was  signed,  the  writ  of  elegit 
issued  and  the  inquisition  returned,  and  as  there  is  n 
evidence  of  the  judgment   having  been   satisfied,   th 

Plaintiff:. 
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Plaintifis  may  have  a  right  to  some  relief  in  this  Court. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  I  ought  not  to  refuse  to  them 
an  opportunity  of  establishing  their  right  at  law,  if  they 
can;  and  therefore  I  shall  retain  this  bill  for  a  year, 
giving  leave  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  bring  their  ejectment 
for  the  recovery  of  the  freehold ;  but  restraining  them 
from  taking  out  execution  on  any  judgment  which  they 
may  obtain,  and  restraining  the  Defendants  from  setting 
up  the  outstanding  terms,  which  were  satisfied  at  the 
date  of  DudgeotCs  security,  and  also  from  setting  up  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  but  leaving  them  the  benefit  of 
all  other  defences  which  they  may  have. 


1844. 


Smith 

V, 

The  Earl  of 
Effingham. 


It  was  urged  at  the  bar,  that  I  ought  to  cause  some  en- 
quiry to  be  made,  as  to  the  manner  and  circumstances 
in  and  under  which  the  Plaintiff's  claim  arose,  so  as  to 
satisfy  myself  that  it  had  an  equitable  foundation,  before 
I  restrained  the  Defendants  from  setting  up  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.    But  there  is  the  judgment,  which  does  not 
4ippear  to  have  been  impeached  ;  and  although,  having 
regard  to  the  relation  in  which  Howard  and  Gibbs  stood 
to  the  Plaintiff  Dtidgeon  and  to  BrowUy  and  in  which 
^Iderson  stood  to  Dudgeon  and  also  to  Brown,  and  the 
other  Plaintiffs  in    the  suit  of  Brown  v.  Howard,  and 
^having  regard  to  the  bond  of  the  1st  of  October  1830,  I 
<lo  not  understand  how  it  happened,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
^lairn  was  passed  over,  or  why  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
jnade  a  party  to  the  suit,  yet,  as  the  judgment  remains 
undisturbed,  I  think  that  I  must  give  credit  to  it,  so  far 
as  to  admit  the  Plaintiffs,  primd  facie  at  least,  to  be  en- 
titled  to  some  claim  upon  the  estate.     If  the  Defend- 
aints  have  an  equitable  case  to  make  against  the  right 
of  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  benefit  of  the  judgment,  I  think 
ihat  they  ought  to  have  adopted  proceedings  of  their 
own  to  establish  that  case. 


In 
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Smith 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Effingham. 


In  the  present  state  of  the  proceedings,  I  do  not  thiik 
that  there  is  any  ground  for  dismissing  the  bill  agains 
the  Earl  of  Bosebery. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  Receiver  was  or  is  a  necessar 
party  to  the  cause.     If  it  had  not  been  for  the  a 
Ltesxds  V.  Lard  Zouche  (a\  I  should  not  have  thought  him 
proper  party,  and  should  have  dismissed  the  bill  agains^ 
him  with  costs.     But  as  he  has  been  made  a  part— 
probably  in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  that  cas-- — 
if  his  costs  be  provided  for,  it  will  possibly  be  moi 
convenient  for  him  to  be  permitted  to  remain  on 
record.     Ultimately,  his  costs  ought  to  be  paid  eith- 
by  the  Plaintiffs  or  out  of  the  rents  of  the  estate 
which  he  is  the  Receiver ;  and  if  the  estate  were  n. 
limited  for  the  life  of  Mr.  Primrose^  provision  for 
Receiver's  costs  need  not  now  be  made.    As  it  is,  tl 
Receiver's  costs  up  to  the  hearing  must  now  be  pa^ 
by  the  Plaintiffs,  without  prejudice  to  any  question 
whom,  or  out  of  what  fund,  they  ought  ultimately  to 
paid. 


I  was  asked  to  make  an  order  to  prevent  the  appL 
cation  of  the  rents  under  the  orders  made  in  the  cans 
of  Brawn  v.  Hamard.     I  do  not  think  that  the  Plaic^^""""^^. 
tiffs  have  established  a  case  entitling  them  to  any  sui 
order.     I  give  the  Plaintiffs  an  opportunity  of  estal 
lishing,  if  they  can,  their  legal  right,  but  at  present 
do  not  think  myself  entitled  to  interfere  in  their  favou::^ 
any  further. 

(d)  2  Simoru,  388. 


Note.  —  An  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  pemling. 
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GRUBB  V.  PERRY.  Aprii  15. 

^I^HIS  was  an  application  to  take  off  the  file  an  ex-  khet  subpoena 
-*■    ception  for  impertinence,  which,  it  was  alleged,  had  Defemlanr 

been  irregularly  filed  by  the  Defendant.  cannot,  with- 

out  special 
leave,  refer 

On  the  19th  of  March,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  f^®  ^'^  ^^^ 

impertinence, 

to  amend  his  bill  without  costs,  the  Plaintiff  amending  though  he  has 
the  Defendant's  office  copy  and  not  requiring  any  fiir-  ^  the  cause^ 

ther  answer.  «nce  its 

amendment. 
PlaintifT 
On  the  21st  of  Marchy  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  amended  his 

the  Defendant  that  he  had  amended  the  bill,  and  re-  no  further 

quiring  him  to  leave  the  office  copy  with  the  record  and  ^jj^^^^  a"^ 

writ  clerk  to  be  amended ;  —  and  further  that,  at  the  piration  of 

expiration  of  eight  days  from  that  date,  he  would  pro-  jayg^  fiigj 

ceed  to  file  a  replication.     The  Defendant's  office  copy  replication 

bill  was  left  for  amendment  on  the  22d,  and  on  the  23d  ^llinjtt^  to 

it  was  obtained  amended.  rejoin.    The 

Defendant 
•  afterwards 

By  the  1 4th  Order  of  December  1833  (a\  where  "  the  *?°^  ®**^®P- 
•^  ,  ^  "  tions  to  the 

Plaintiff  obtains  an  order  to  amend  without  requiring  amended  bill 

any  further  answer,  and  shall  amend  the  bill,  &c.,  the  [?ne^^"^' 

Defendant  shall,  as  of  course,  have  eight  days'  time  to  Held  irre- 

consider  whether   it   is  necessary  for   him   or  her  to  ^"whether 

answer  the  same,  at  the  end  of  which  time  thePlaintiff  ^^^  eight  days 

shall  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  replication,"  &c  unless  the  the  uth Order 

Defendant  shall  obtain  time  to  answer.  ^^  *®^'  ^^^  \^ 

be  computed 
from  the  filing 

The  Defendant  neither  answered  the  amended  bill,  Juo^from"* 

nor  obtained  an  order  for  time  to  answer  it.   The  Plain-  amending  the 

.^  Defendant's 
^'">  office  copy, 

(a)  Ord.Can.47.  ^"^'^^ 
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tiff,  on  the  30th  of  March^  filed  a  replication,  and 
the  3d  of  April  served  a  subpoena  to  rejoin.     After  thi- 
the  Defendant,  on  the  11th  of  Aprils  filed  an  exceptic 
to  the  amended  bill  for  impertinence. 


-n 
Dn 


Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Giffard  now  moved  to  take  tl 
exception  off  the  file.  A  Plaintiff  cannot  refer  an  ai 
swer  for  impertinence  after  replication  or  an  undertakii 
to  speed  the  cause ;  Barnes  v.  Saxby.  (a)  The  can 
being  at  issue  it  is  not  competent  for  a  party,  at  lea. 
without  the  special  leave  of  the  Court,  to  take  a  pn 
ceeding  which  may  result  in  varying  the  issue  betwec 
the  parties. 


Mr.  Tinnet/j  contrci. 

The   rule  is,   that  a  party  may  file  exceptions  k 
scandal  at  any  time,  and  for  impertinence  at  any  ti 
previous  to  his  taking  a  step  in  the  cause.     Here  tl 
Defendant  has  taken  no  step  whatever;  all  the  subi 
quent  proceedings  have  been  taken  by  the  Plaintiff. 


Secondly,  the  Defendant  is  to  "  have  eight  days*  li 
to  consider  whether"  he  will  answer,   at  the  end 
which  time  the  Plaintiff  may  file  a  replication.     He  ii 
therefore,  to  have  eight  clear  days,  and  they  must 
computed  from  the  time  at  which  he  obtains  the  offic< 
copy  of  the  amendments,  or,  at  all  events,  from  the  tim( 
when  it  has  been  amended  according  to  the  Plaintiffs 
undertaking.     In  either  way,  the  eight  clear  days  h; 
not  expired  on  the  30lIi  of  Marchy  and  therefore  tli 
replication  was  irregularly  filed  on  that  day. 


The 


(a)  5  Swan,  232. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  a  bill  is  amended,  although  the  Plaintiff  may 
require  no  answer,  still  the  Defendant  may  be  able,  by 
answer,  to  state  matters  of  defence  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance to  him,  and  which  cannot  be  given  in  evidence, 
unless  the  points  be  properly  raised  by  his  answer.  For 
this  reason,  the  Defendant  is  allowed  eight  days'  time 
to  consider  whether  it  will  be  necessary  for  him  to  an- 
swer the  amendments. 


1844. 


Then  comes  the  question  from  what  time  the  eight 
days  are  to  be  computed.  The  order  is  not  very  dis- 
tinct ;  it  does  not  say  that  the  time  is  to  be  reckoned 
from  the  period  at  which  the  office  copy  is  amended, 
but  when  the  Plaintiff  obtains  the  order  and  *^  shall 
amend,"  the  Defendant  is  to  have  eight  days.  This 
seems  to  imply  from  the  time  when  he  ^^  shall  amend." 
Here  the  amendment  was  made  on  the  21st  of  Marchy 
and  notice  was  given ;  therefore,  between  the  amend- 
ment and  the  replication,  there  were  eight  clear  days, 
even  excluding  both  the  21st  and  the  30th. 


I  should  be  reluctant  in  laying  down,  that  the  time  is 
to  be  computed  from  the  time  of  filing  the  amended 
bill ;  but  if  you  take  it  the  other  way,  and  compute  the 
time  from  the  amendment  of  the  office  copy  of  the 
bill,  then,  according  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  computing 
time,  you  must  exclude  the  first  and  include  the  last 
day.  This  is  the  practice  of  the  Court,  it  being  con- 
sidered that  the  fractions  of  the  two  extreme  days  are 
equivalent  to  one  whole  day ;  but  when  you  speak  of  eight 
clear  days,  you  mean  eight  clear  days  excluding  the 
portions  of  both  the  first  and  last  day.  That  is  the  estab- 
lished practice  of  the  Court  and  in  the  Registrar's  office, 
though  there  is  clear  evidence  of  there  being  a  different 

practice 
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18i4.  practice  in  the  Six  Clerks'  office  (a),  derivedi  perhaps, 
from  considerations  in  favour  of  the  liberty  of  the  sub- 
ject. However,  reckoning  in  this  manner,  the  replica- 
tion was  regularly  filed,  and  the  Defendant  has  had  the 
time  which  the  practice  of  the  Court  allowed  him  for 
answering. 

The  other  question  is,  if  the  Defendant  must  deter- 
mine within  the  eight  days  whether  he  will  take  excep- 
tions for  impertinence,  and  I  think  it  must  be  so,  for 
when  the  subpcsna  to  rejoin  has  been  served,  new  duties 
arise,  the  cause  being  at  issue,  the  parties  proceed  to 
hearing  on  the  record  as  it  then  is,  and  exceptions  can- 
not afterwards  be  filed  without  leave.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  this  application  must  be  granted,  and 
the  exceptions  must  be  taken  off  the  file.  The  Defend- 
ant will  not  be  without  remedy,  for  if  there  be  imper- 
tinence in  the  bill,  he  may  get  it  expunged,  but  be  must 
make  a  special  application  for  that  purpose,  (b) 

(a)  Mootham   v.    Waskett,    1  Booker,  4  Sim,  525. ;  Kinwortky 

Mcr.  243.;  Manners  v.  Bryan,  \,  Allen,  \  Bro,C,C.  400,;  Ammy' 

]  Myl,  4*  K.  455.;    S.  C.S  Sim.  mous,  2  Fet,  sen.  651.;  An<my» 

147.  and  148.  n.;   Mcintosh  v.  mout^  5   Vet.  656.;    Pellew  v. 

Great    Western  RaUwajtf    Com-      ,  6  Ves.  456. ;  Beavan  v. 

pany,  I  Hare,  331.;  Richardson  Waierhouse,  2  Bem>.S%.\  Everett 

T.  Norton,  S  Beav.  91.  v.  Prythergch,  12  Sim.  565.;  and 

{b)  See  Jeffray  v  M'Cabe,  1  Stanley  v.  Bond^S  Beav.  175. 
Russ.  <$•  Myl.  739. ;  Bradbury  v. 


B 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  379 

AMES  V.  PARKINSON.  June  s.  7. 

Y   his  will,    the  testator   directed   his    executors,  Whereatrus- 

"  within  twelve  months  after  his  decease,  out  of  j^  invest  on 

his  personal  estate,  to  lay  out  and  invest  in  their  or  his  ^^  ^^  &^ 

,  -  ,  ^  ^  vernment  se- 

names  or  name  the  sum  of  1500/.  on  mortgage  of  free-  curities  ac- 

hold  or  copyhold  estates  of  inheritance  or  on  government  f)^'^^'"S,^^  ^^^ 
securities,"  and  which  they  were  to  hold  upon  certain  catm  que 
trusts  under  which  the  Plaintiffs  were  interested.  J[g,'(  ^"'^® 

lectins  whe- 
The  testator  died  on  the  27th  of  December  1825,  pos-  trustee  shall 

messed  of  three  mortgai^es  on  freehold  estates  for  800/.,  ^^  answerable 
,      . ,  ,  TT.  ^^^  ^"®  money 

f  00/.,  and  200/.,  besides  other  property.     His  assets  or  for  the 

"^Bvere  admitted  to  have  been  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  '^°^^ 

Siis  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  legacies,  and  it  ap-  ecutorand 

-peared  that  the  Defendant,  his  executor,  was  interested  rected^toln- 

mn  the  residue.  vest  a  l^acy 

on  mortgage, 
may  properly 
On  the  27th  of  December  1826,  the  executor  appro-  appropriate 
,     ,'  ^  ,  ,  ,  .    one  of  the 

'^riated  the  three  mortgages  of  500/.,  200/.,  and  800/.  testator's 

*)r  the  purpose  of  answering  the  legacy  of  1500/.,  which  ^^^^^^^^ 

"^e  executor  had  the  option  of  investing  on  mortgage  or  the  legacy, 

government  securities.  SsceJteinuI 

\  sufBciency. 

The  mortgage  for  500/.  was  paid  off,  and  the  produce  having  the 

T)roperly  invested.  option  of  in- 

*       "  vesting  on 

mortgage  or 

The  mortgage  for  800/.  was  paid  off  in  May  18S6,  government 
^  °  ^  '^  ^  secunty,  im- 

and  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Gurney^  bankers,  properly  took 

to  a  deposit  account,  in  the  name  of  the  surviving  exe-  ^ortawe^e!^' 

CUtor.  curity.    Being 
held  answer- 
able, the  Court  decided,  that  having  exercised  his  discretion,  though  improperly,  he 
was  answerable  for  the  money  lost,  and  not  for  the  stock  it  might  have  prouuccd. 


Ajies 

V. 

Parkin  soy. 
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cutor.     The  account  was  distinct  Troin  his  own  account, 
but  the  money  was,  in  no  way,  marked  as  trust  money. 

The  200/.  was  alleged  and  appeared  to  be  invested 
upon  an  insufficient  security,  and  the  mortgagor  was 
insolvent. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  1842,  by  parties  interested  in 
the  1500/.  legacy,  against  the  surviving  executor,  seek- 
ing to  make  him  liable  Tor  the  loss  occasioned  by 
the  alleged  non-investment  of  the  legacy  within  twelre 
months  after  the  testator's  death. 

The  price  of  the  funds  had  risen,  so  that  it  would  b^^ 
more  beneficial  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  make  the  Defendacxt 
account  for  the  stock  which  might  have  been  purchas^c5, 
than  for  the  money. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Busk  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  executors  never  complied  with  the  directiorv  ^^ 
the  will.  They  might  have  invested  the  money  on  nic^  ^^" 
gage,  yet  it  was  to  be  "in  their,  names;"  but  they  1»  ^^ 
no  authority  to  appropriate  the  testator's  mortgage  ^" 
discharge  of  the  legacy,  thus  leaving  the  securities  in  t^  "^ 
name  of  the  testator,  instead  of  that  of  the  trustees. 

As  to  the  200/.  mortgage,  the  executor  did  not  €^==^^" 
ercise  a  proper  discretion.     The  mortgage  property 
proved  to  be  worth  no  more  than  150/.,  and  the  mo^^^^^' 
gagor  is  insolvent.     The  Defendant  is  interested  in  t^ 
residuary  estate,  and  would  have  the  benefit  of  appt 
priating  bad  securities  to  the  payment  of  the  legate 
he  is  therefore  liable ;  Stichiey  v.  Sewell.  (a) 


.j-^Tie 


{a)  1  Afyl.  ^  Cr.  8. 
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"The  Defendant  committed  a  breach  of  trust  by  lend- 
ing   the  800/.  on  a  deposit  account  with  his  bankers,  and 
as    ^4>  all  the  funds,  the  cestui  que  trust  has  the  option  of 
recr«3vering  either  the  money  or  the  stock,  which  would 
hA^^^been  produced  by  a  proper  investment  in  the  funds 
at    ^Sie  proper  time;  Waits  v.  Girdlestone.  {a) 


1844. 


r.  Turner  and  Mr.  AdamSf  contrd.  The  executor 
hAd  a  discretion,  and  has  been  guilty  of  no  default  in 
apF^  v-opriating  the  testator's  own  mortgages  in  discharge 
oF  «:.S-3e  legacy  of  1500/.,  for  he  has  substantially  fulfilled 
^^  ^directions  of  the  testator.  It  would  have  been  ab- 
sui-^i   for  him  to  have  realised  the  mortgages,  and  then 

ive  reinvested  the  produce  in  the  same  securities  to 

er  the  legacy. 


to   I 


^^^  s  to  the  two  mortgages  for  500/.  and  800/.,  they 
"^"^^  been  realised,  and  no  complaint  can  therefore  be 
^^^^  as  to  those  securities. 


-^«  to  tiie  200/.  mortgage,  there  is  no  allegation  that, 

^^    ^-^e  time  of  the  appropriation,  the  Defendant  was 

a^v^^^  that  it  was  a  deficient  security,  and  it  may  have 

^^c>i3ne  depreciated  since.     If  a  trustee  acts  bonaJUe  to 

we  l^est  of  his  judgment  and  without  corrupt  motives, 

we   Court  will  not  charge  him,  though  the  security  he 

^*    teken  may  ultimately  turn  out  deficient.     There  is 

*^^  ^5^«e,  "  in  which  an  executor  has  been  called  upon  to 

^^^^^  the  loss  that  has  arisen,  because,  in  tlie  hon&Jide 

^^*^*^iie  of  a  reasonable  discretion,  the  conclusion  he 

^^*ie  to  has  turned  out  unfortunately;"  Buxton  v.  Bux^ 

^^"^'(6)     At  all  events,  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  an 

^*^90ity  on  the  subject. 


With 


Co)  6  Beav.  188. 

"^OL,  VII. 


Cc 


(*)  1  MyU  ^  Cr.  96. 
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With  regard  to  the  deposit  of  the  80021,  the  PlaiDtiils 
have  acquiesced,  for  it  appears  they  witnessed  the  receipts 
for  the  interest  signed  by  the  tenant  for  life.  The  De- 
fendant has  not  received  any  personal  benefit  from  the 
investment,  and  there  being  a  discretion  either  to  invest 
on  real  security  or  in  the  funds,  he  is  to  be  charged  with 
the  money  only,  and  not  with  the  stock.  It  was  decided 
by  Sir  John  Leach^  in  Marsh  v.  Hunter  (a),  <*that  if 
trustees  may  invest  in  stock  or  on  real  security,  and 
they  lend  on  personal  security,*  and  thereby  the  money 
is  lost,  they  shall  be  answerable,  not  for  the  amount  of 
stock  which  might  have  been  purchased,  but  for  the 
principal  money  lost.''  If  real  security  had  been  taken, 
the  principal  money  only  would  have  been  forthcoming 
to  the  trust,  and  the  want  of  real  security  is  all  that  is 
imputable  to  the  trustees. 


Lastly,  the  Defendant  has  been  found  a  lunatic,  and 
is  shewn  by  the  evidence  to  have  had  fits  of  partial 
insanity  before  the  time  from  which  he  is  found  by  the 
inquisition  to  have  been  a  lunatic.  He  is  not,  there- 
fore, responsible  for  his  acts  or  defaults. 

Mr.  Kindersley  in  reply. 

Hall  V.  Hallct  (i),  and  Hockley  v.  Baniock  (c)  were 
also  cited. 


The  MaVter  of  the  Rolls. 

One  ground  of  defence  in  this  case  is,  that  the  De- 
fendant has  been  found  a  lunatic  by  inquisition,  which 
carries  back  the  lunacy  to  December  1840,  a  period  sub- 
sequent to  the  time  when  the  several  transactions,  in 

respect 

(a)  6  ^fad.  295.  (c)  1  Ru^t.  141. 

(6)  1  Cox,  154. 
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respect  of  which  relief  is  sought,  took  place.     These        1844. 
acts  and  omissions   having  taken  place  at  a  time   not 
over-reached  by  the  inquisition,  the  Defendant  must  be 
assumed,  in  the  absence  of  distinct  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, to  have  been  of  sound  mind,  and,  having  regard 
to  the  answer  and  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there 
is  no  satisfactory  proof  of  this  gentleman  having  been 
of   unsound   mind  at   the   several  particular   times  at 
which  the  transactions  complained  of  took  place.     He 
must,   therefore,   be   considered   subject  to   the  same 
liabilities,   as    a  person  of    competent    understanding 
^would  be. 

The  principal  allegation,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
is,  that  the  executors,  being  directed  to  invest  this  money 
either  on  real  security  in  their  own  names,  or  on 
government  securities,  have  not  done  so:  not  having 
invested  a  competent  portion  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate  in  their  own  names,  it  is  asked,  that  they  may 
pay  into  Court  so  much  stock  as  would  have  been  pur- 
chased with  the  1500/.,  at  the  end  of  twelve  months 
from  the  testator's  death. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  argued,  that  there 
being  proper  mortgage  securities  belonging  to  the  testa- 
tor, the  executors  were  under  no  obligation  to  sell  or 
realise  those  securities,  and  afterwards  invest  the  produce 
again  in  the  same  sort  of  securities.  I  think  there  is 
great  weight  in  the  argument ;  but  it  does  not  apply 
here.  I  do  not  think  it  was  necessary  for  them  to  call 
in  good  securities,  and  then  procure  others  of  the  same 
nature  to  answer  the  legacy,  and  I  do  not  understand 
that  there  was  any  thing  to  preclude  the  executors  from 
appropriating  proper  securities  belonging  to  the  testator 
to  the  payment  of  these  legacies ;  but  the  appropriation, 
being  an  act  of  their  own,  was  done  on  their  own 
Cc  2  responsibility. 
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responsibility,  and  it  was  therefore  incumbent  on  then 
to  see  that  tlje  securities  so  appropriated  were  of  sul 
ficient  value.     It  was  an  exercise  of  discretion  on  th 
part  of  the  executors   when    they,    by   appropriation: 
invested  the  1500/.  on  real  security. 


^ 
*> 


It  has  happened  that,  with  respect  to   two   of  tl 
three  mortgages,  they  have  been  actually  paid ;  in  tl 
exercise,  therefore,  of  their  discretion  as  to  these  tw 
sums,  they  were  right,  and  no  harm  ensued,  becau^ 
these  two  sums  were  both  actually  realised. 

With  respect  to  the  other,  I  think  there  is,  on  th 
evidence,  great  doubt  whether  the  discretion  was  pi 
perly  exercised,    because  no  enquiry  appears  to  havsi 
been  made  by  them  at  the  time,  and  I  am  not  satisfi< 
that  at  that  time  it  was  a  good  security. 

What  is  the  extent  of  their  liability  ?  The  executoi 
exercised  a  discretion  which  they  were  authorised  tod 
and,  taking  it  at  the  worst,  it  turns  out  that  the  200t 
not  wholly  secured.  The  loss  must  be  answered  by  th 
trustee  who  has  improperly  exercised  his  discretioi 
The  Plaintiffs  ask,  that  they  may  have  the  benefit 
the  money,  as  if  it  had  been  laid  out  in  the  funds  at  thi 
end  of  the  year.  I  think  they  are  not  entitled  to  this 
because  the  trustees  had  a  right  to  exercise  a  discretion, 
whether  the  1500/.  should  be  invested  on  real  securities 
or  in  the  funds.  They  exercised  that  right  of  selection; 
and  are  only  to  be  charged  with  the  sum  which  ma; 
l)e  lost. 


« 
« 
^ 
« 


As  to  the  500/.  there  has  been  no  loss,  and  it  wasF*^  - 
properly  invested  :  therefore  nothing  more  need  be  saic-^^ 
respecting  it. 
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With  respect  to  the  800/.,  the  case  seems  to  be  very  1844«. 
different.  When  the  mortgage  was  paid  off  in  May 
1836,  the  money  was  in  the  hands  of  the  surviving 
trustee,  who  bad  a  discretion  to  lay  it  out  on  mortgage, 
or  on  government  securities.  He  did  neither,  and  never 
exercised  his  discretion,  but  left  it  on  deposit  at  his 
bankers.  It  is  said  that  after  all  this  neglect,  he,  the 
trustee  and  executor,  has  a  right  to  choose  the  invest- 
ment in  which  he  is  to  account  for  the  trust  fund,  and 
that  the  cestui  que  tfust  has  no  such  option.  I  will  look 
at  the  authorities  before  I  ultimately  decide;  but  my 
impression  certainly  is,  that  the  cestui  que  trusty  and  not 
the  trustee,  is  the  person  entitled'  to  select  whether  he 
will  have  the  fund  or  the  stock  which  the  money  would 
have  produced  at  a  reasonable  time  after  it  had  been 
received. 


T^  Master  of  the  Rolls.  June  7. 

I  have  examined  the  authorities  cited  in  argument  in 
this  case,  but  I  have  not  found  any  thing  to  cause  me  to 
alter  the  opinion  which  I  have  already  expressed.  Upon 
consideration,  I  retain  the  opinion  I  expressed  in  Watts 
V.  GirdlestofiCy  and  think  that  case  was  rightly  decided. 

The  trustees  had  a  discretion  to  exercise.  They  might 
at  their  option  have  invested  the  money  in  the  funds ; 
and  if  the  value  had  risen  or  fallen,  they  would  have 
been  safe,  for  they  would  have  exercised  their  discre- 
tion according  to  the  directions  of  the  trust.  But  as  to 
this  sum  of  800/.  they  did  not  exercise  the  discretion  at 
all,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  cestui  que  trust  has 
not  a  right  to  complain  of  the  omission,  and  to  be 
placed  in  the  situation  in  which  he  would  have  been,  if 
the  trustees  had  not  neglected  to  exercise  the  discretion 
Cc  S  reposed 
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reposed  in  them.  I  think  that  the  opinion  I  have  already 
expressed  with  regard  to  the  800/.  must  be  adhered  to. 

With  regard  to  the  200/.,  the  trustee  is  entitled  to  an 
enquiry,  but  he  is  not  liable  for  more  than  200/.  The 
trustee  exercised  his  discretion  in  an  imprudent  manner, 
and,  as  a  punishment  for  his  error,  is  answerable  for  the 
insufficient  security,  but  as  the  discretion  has  been 
exercised,  he  is  liable  for  the  money  only. 


Note.— -See  O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  1  Moliojf,555.;  Kellavfay  t. 
JohntoHy  S  Beav.  319.;  and  contrh.  Shepherd  v.  MouU,  before  V.  C. 
Wigram,  7th  June  1845. 


March  IS. 


STANLEY  V.  BOND. 


Course  of 
proceedings 
to  take  a  bill 
pro  con/esso 
afler  appear- 
ance, undelr 
the  1st  Order 
of  April  1842. 

Form  of 
charging 
order,  in 
equity,  under 
the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110.x.  14. 


TN  this  case  the  Defendant  had  entered  his  appear- 
-■-  ance  to  the  bill,  but  not  having  answered,  an  attach- 
ment issued  against  him. 

The  Plaintiff,  being  unable  to  procure  the  attachment 
to  be  executed  by  reason  of  the  Defendant  having  gone 
abroad,  gave  notice  of  motion  to  take  the  bill  pro  con» 
fesso.  The  motion  came  on  upon  the  13th  of  Juh/  1843, 
when  it  was  ordered  that  the  cause  should  be  put  in 
the  paper  on  the  9th  of  Jul^  instant,  and  that  the  clerk 
of  records  and  writs  should  attend  at  the  hearing  of  this 
cause  with  the  record  of  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  in  order  to 
have  the  same  taken  pro  confesso  against  the  Defendant. 


On  the  next  day,  an  order  of  course  was  obtained  for 
setting  down  the  cause  next  after  the  causes,  &c.  already 

appointed, 
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appointed,  in  order  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  might  be  taken        1 844«. 
pro  confesso. 

On  the  19th  of  July  1843,  a  decree  was  made  for 
taking  the  bill  pro  confesso  against  the  Defendant ;  and 
it  was  ordered  that  the  Defendant  should  pay  to  the 
Plaintiff  his  costs  of  the  suit 

On  the  18th  of  August  1843,  the  decree  was  left  at 
the  Registrar's  office,  and  duly  marked  by  the  proper 
officer,  (a) 

The  costs  were  taxed  at  299/.  Is.  IdL,  as  appeared  by 
the  Master's  certificate,,  dated  the  29th  oi  January  1844, 
and  the  decree  was  duly  registered  in  the  proper  office 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 

The  Defendant,  who  was  resident  on  the  Continent  to 
avoid  payment,  had  standing  in  his  name  in  the  Bank 
books  a  sum  of  6106/.,  3^  per  cent,  reduced. 

The  Plaintiff  presented  an  ex  parte  petition  praying 
that  this  stock  might  stand  charged  with  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  299/.  Is.  Id. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Wright^  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

The  only  question  was  as  to  the  form  of  the  order 
to  be  made.  It  appeared  that  the  form  in  the  com- 
mon law  courts  was  as  follows :  *^  I  do  order,  un- 
less cause  be  shewn  to  the  contrary,  that  the  sum  of 
U  &c.,  do  stand  charged  with  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  /.,  for  which  judgment  has  been  recovered 

against 
(a)  2d  Order  of  lOtli  May  1839,  Ord.  Can,  138. 
Cc  4 
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against  the  said  Defendant  in  her  Majesty's  Court 
at  JVesiminster.'* 


of 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  the  3j  pe  i^^  icr 
cents,  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Defendant  should  I  jld* 
stand  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  299/.  l5. 1^*.^;^   ^d. 
and  interest,  "  unless  the  said  Defendant  should,  on  o  ^n^or 
before  the  2d  day  of  November  next,  shew   unto  th*  mrMie 
Court  good  cause  to  the  contrary;"  and  it  was  ordere^-^sed 
that  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  '^snd 
be  restrained   from  permitting  a  transfer  of  the  sai>  f  /(/ 
Bank  annuities  in  the  mean  time,  and  until  the  ordp-=apr 
should  be  made  absolute  or  discharged. 


April  27. 


DENTON  V.  DENTON. 


A  testator 
chargeil  an- 
nuities ex- 
clusively on 
his  real  estate, 
the  legal 
estate  ofwhich 
he  devised  to 
trustees,  upon 
trust  to  pay 
the  rents  to 


rilHE  testator,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  certain  legacies 
"*•    and  also  several  annuities,  which  amounted  in  th- 
whole  to  about  310/.  a  year,  and  he  charged  his  rea-J 
estates  with  the  payment  of  the  annuities,  and  gave  thi 
annuitants  powers  of  entry  and  distress  for  securing  i\v 
saime ;  and  he  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  esta 
to  William  Morrice  and  Francis  Deiiton,  upon  trust  l 
or  permit  the    pay  his  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  legacies  (except  th< 
received  by       annuities),  and  pay  the  residue  to  the  Plaintiff, 
one  for  life,  a     i 

v^ithre.  And 

mainders  over.  On  the  testator's  death,  the  tenont  for  life  took  possession  of  the  estat< 
and  title  deeds,  and  he  kept  down  the  annuities,  but  cut  some  timber.  The  trustees 
acquiesced  for  four  years,  but  afterwards  [)roceeded  by  action  to  recover  the  deeds 
and  to  receive  the  rents  The  Court,  by  motion,  restrained  the  proceedings,  on  the: 
tenant  for  life  undertaking  to  keep  down  the  annuities,  not  to  grant  leases  or  cut: 
timber  without  the  consent  of  the  trustees,  and  bringing  the  deeds  into  Court. 

Where  a  testator  devises  the  legal  estate  to  trustees,  and  gives  to  a  tenant  (orUf^ 
an  e<}tiitable  estate  only,  with  remainders  over,  such  tenant  for  life  ought  not  t- 
cut  tiiiil'cr  vvithout  the  consent  of  the  trustees.      * 
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And  he  devised  his  real  estates  *^  unto  and  to  the  use 
of  William  Morrice  and  Francis  Denton  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  same  unto,  or  permit  the  same  to  be  re- 
ceived, held,  and  enjoyed  by  Thomas  Denton  (the  Plain- 
tiff) and  his  assigns  for  and  during  his  natural  life,  and 
from  and  after  his  decease,  then  the  said  testator  gave, 
devised,  directed,  limited,  and  appointed  the  said  real 
estate  and  premises  last  above-mentioned,  unto  all  and, 
every  the  child  and  children  of  the  Plaintiff,  on  his,  her, 
or  their  attaining  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one 
years  "  with  certain  gifts  over. 
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The  testator  died  in  July  1840,  and  on  his  death, 
Thomas  Denton^  the  tenant  for  life,  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  estates,  and  of  the  title  deeds.  This  was 
done  with  the  assent  of  Morrice,  but  whether  or  not 
with  the  assent  of  Francis  Denton  was  a  matter  in  con- 
test upon  the  affidavits  used  on  the  present  occasion. 

The  personal  estate  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay 
the  charges  thereon,  and  part  of  the  surplus  had  been 
banded  over  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  annuities  were  not  at 
any  time  in  arrear. 

In  September  1842,  Morrice  died,  and  in  November 
following,  Atkinson  was,  under  powers  contained  in  the 
will,  appointed  a  new  trustee  in  the  place  of  Morrice, 


After  this  time,  disputes  took  place  between  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  trustees,  as  to  the  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  estates  and  of  the  title  deeds ;  the  trus- 
tees, on  their  part,  insisting,  that  they  were  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  both.  They  required  that  the  deeds 
should  be  delivered  up  to  them,  that  the  rents  should 
be  received  by  the  Plaintiff  as  their  agent,  and  that  the 

receipts 
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1844.  receipts  should  be  given  io  their  names.  This  claim 
not  having  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  trus- 
tees, in  March  1844,  commenced  an  action  of  deiime 
against  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  the  title  deeds,  and  gave 
notice  to  the  tenants  to  pay  the  rents  to  them. 

Thomas  Denton^  thereupon,  filed  this  bill,  praying  the 
performance  of  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will ;  that  it 

jnight  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff,  so  long  as  he  ^ 

kept  down  the  annuities,  was  entitled  to  receive  the  ^ 

rents  of  the  estate  and  hold  the  title-deeds,  or,  if  the  ^ 

Court  should  think  fit,  that  they  should  be  brought  into  ^j 

Court     The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction,  to  restrain  Mrm 

the  trustees  from  proceeding  in  the  action  of  detinue  and  JEjd 

from  distraining  &c  on  the  tenants,  or  compelling  them  mnrt 

to  pay  the  rents  to  the  trustees,  and  from  disturbing  the  ^  a 
Plaintiff's  possession. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  injunction. 

One  ground  on  which  the  motion  was  resisted  was,  «^» 
that  the  Plaintiff,  of  his  own  authority,  had  cut  down 
and  sold  a  number  of  trees  upon  the  estate,  and  had 
rendered  no  account  thereof  to  the  trustees.  On  this 
point,  there  were  many  affidavits  filed  as  to  the  pro* 
priety  of  cutting  the  timber.  It  appeared  that  part  of 
the  timber  had  been  cut  on  another  neighbouring  estate, 
tlie  sole  property  of  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  in  support  of    "^  ^^^ 
the  motion,  contended,  that  as  the  trustees  had  no  active      ^^"^ 
duties  to  perform,  the  cestui  que  trusty  according  to  the 
ordinary  rule,  was   entitled   to  the   possession   of  the 
estate;  that  as  the  annuities  had  been  regularly  kept 
down,  there  was  no  necessity  for  the  interference  of      *^*' 
the  trustees,  on  behalf  of  the  annuitants,  who   had  a        -^ 

legal         ^ 


e 
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legal  remedy   for  recovering  their  annuities  by  means  1844. 

of  their   power   of  entry  and    distress,   in   case  they  ^^^^^""^^ 

should  be  in  arrear.  o. 


As  to  the  timber,  they  contended,  that  it  appeared 
from  the  affidavits  that  it  had  been  cut  down  in  the 
proper  and  provident  management  of  the  estate,  and 
that  the  produce  had  been  principally  applied  in  re- 
pairing upon  the  estate.  They  further  argued,  that 
as  the  Defendants  had  acquiesced  in  the  existing  mode 
of  dealing  with  the  estate  and  with  the  title-deeds  down 
to  the  present  time,  they  had  no  right  unnecessarily 
to  vary  it. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Malinsj  corUrh. 

The  testator  has  thought  fit  to  give  to  the  trustees 
the  legal  estate,  and  has  entrusted  them  with  the  per- 
formance of  duties  in  respect  to  it;  they  are  to  see  that 
the  annuities  are  regularly  paid,  and  also  that  the  estate 
is  properly  managed  and  protected,  not  for  the  sake  of 
the  Plaintiff,  Ifut  for  those  entitled  in  remainder.  They 
ought,  therefore,  substantially,  to  have  the  possession 
on  behalf  of  the  various  persons  interested  in  the  estate. 

As  trustees  and  legal  owners  of  the  estate,  they  are 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  title-deeds  on  behalf  of 
all  parties ;  and  it  would  be  an  act  of  great  negligence 
and  a  breach  of  duty  for  trustees  to  leave  them  in  the 
hands  of  the  tenant  for  life;  Evans  v.  BicknelL  {a) 

The  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  cut  timber  without  the 
sanction  and  concurrence  of  the  trustees.  He  is  not  to 
be  the  judge  of  what,  as  between  himself  and  those  in 

remainder, 

^fl)  6  Vet.  173. 


Dekton. 
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remainder,  is  proper  to  be  cut ;  and  he  ought  to  ha  m 
kept  a  proper  account  of  the  produce. 

Jeixkins  v.  Milford  [a)  and  I^oe  dem.  Uoyd  v.  Passing 
ham  (i),  as  to  the  legal  estate,  were  cited. 


mave 


ang- 


The  Master  of  (he  Rolls,  without  hearing  a  repl^f  ^^^'y- 

This  is  a  case  which  happily  very  rarely  arises  b^^J  be- 
tween trustee  and  cestui  que  trust.  There  is  no  questioc^i^ion 
as  to  any  breach  oF  trust,  but  the  sole  contest  is  fof^  for 
power,  and  arises  From  a  personal  feeling,  the  gratifics-n^  'ca- 
tion of  which,  I  confess,  I  am  unable  to  appreciate  thrX  <^  the 
value  of. 

I  have  not  now  to  determine  either  the  nature  or  eye  ^^x- 
tent  of  the  estate  vested  in  the  trustees,  because  I  wE  ^-^iW 
assume  that  they  have  the  legal  estate  to  any  exteiK  ^^nt 
they  may  require  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  motion -^^^n* 
I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  testator  devised  tisrM^  -^^ 
estate  to  the  trustees  for  the  protection  of  the  estat€^^^®» 
and   if  it   now    appeared    that    the  trustees    were  d^^    ^* 
sirous  of  exercising  the  power  which  the  legal  estat^^    ^^ 
gives  them,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  estatu^^^ 
from  any  injury  which  it  was  likely  to  suffer,  I  certainly  ^^ 
should  in   no  way  interfere.     But  how  does  the  cas    ^^^ 
stand?     Notwithstanding   all   the  observations  I  haviP*     ^ 
heard,  I  must  take   it  that  Mr.  Denton,  the   trustee--*"*^' 
has  acquiesced  in  the  possession  of  this  estate  by  th^^^ 
equitable  tenant  for  life.      What  does  it   signify  tha^^ 
now  and  then  he  made  his    complaints,    or   that 
could  not  get   his  co-trustee   to   concur  with    him  in 
asserting  the  right  he  now  insists  on.    If  any  interference 
on  the  part  of  the  trustees  was  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  estate,  this  Court  was  at  all  times  open  to 

him. 


(a)  1  Jac,  4-  W.  629. 


(4)  6  Bam,  ^  Cr.  305. 
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him.  He,  however,  never  applied,  but  acquiesced  in 
the  possession  of  this  estate  by  the  equitable  tenant  for 
life,  who  has  regularly  paid  the  annuities:  in  that 
respect,  at  least,  there  has  been  no  default  on  the  part 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  Plaintiff  has  therefore  been 
in  possession  from  the  death  of  the  testator  down  to  the 
present  time:  he  has  kept  down  the  annuities;  and  he 
has  done  this  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  trustees.  As 
I  understand  the  case,  all  this  has  been  done  in  accord- 
ance with  the  will,  which  directed  the  trustees  either 
to  pay  the  rents  to,  or  permit  the  same  to  be  received  by 
the  tenant  for  life.  The  trustees  now  desire  to  have  the 
rents  received  in  their  own  names,  and  to  hiave  pos- 
session of  the  title-deeds. 


ISi^. 


In  the  course  of  this  proceeding,  I  believe  there  has 
been  some  error  on  both  sides.  The  Plaintiff,  Mr. 
Denton^  has  desired  and  assumed  to  be,  and  to  seem  to 
the  world  to  be,  somewhat  more  independent  of  the 
trustees  than  the  testator  intended.  In  that  respect,  I 
think  he  has  acted  under  considerable  error. 


The  trustees  now  desire  to  have  this  matter  put  on  a 
different  footing ;  but  what  has  happened  ?  There  is  no 
arrear  of  the  annuities,  but  it  is  said  that  there  has  been 
a  cutting  down  of  timber.  Now^  certainly,  in  my  opinion, 
the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  cut  down  timber  without  the 
consent  of  the  trustees ;  and  I  think  also  that  he  com- 
mitted considerable  error  when  he  cut  down  his  own 
timber  and  timber  belonging  to  the  estate,*  and  mixed  up 
the  whole  into  one  transaction.  If  he  cut  down  timber 
on  the  settled  estate  for  the  performance  of  the  duties 
attached  to  him  as  tenant  for  life,  it  was  his  duty  to 
have  preserved  a  distinct  account  and  distinct  evidence 
of  the  timber  he  so  cut  down,  and  of  its  application, 
because  he  was  bound  to  account  for  it  to  the  trustees. 

The 
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1844.  The  trustees^  therefore,  now  desire  that  the  syster      r^a 

^"^T^^^^     which  has  gone  on  from  the  testator's  death  to  Ubhi^^  e 

V.  present  time  may  be  discontinued,  not  because  the  tenaii — irr^t 

Dexton.       f^^  jjfg  i^jjg  done  any  thing  wrong,  for  nothing  had  befor 

been  said  about  the  timber,  but  because  something  wron 

may  be  done.     That,  I  think,  is  a  subject  which  ma 

hereafter  be  properly  examined  into ;  but  what  I  am  i 

consider  upon  this  interlocutory  application  is,  whethe 

the  state  of  circumstances  existing  from  the  testatoi ^s 

death  to  the  present  time  ought  not  to  be  continued  im^mp 
to  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  preserving  matters  a$  thi        ry 
were ;  and  I  think  there  is  no  reason  at  all  why  tl^  i^ 
state  of  things  should,  at  present,  be  altered. 

At  the  same  time,  I  am  desirous  of  not  saying  ai^^y 
thing  which  may  tend  to  diminish  the  legal  power  tt:^^^ 
trustees  may  have.  I  say  nothing  about  their  estat^^  ^ 
they  may  be  entitled  to  the  whole  extent  they  now  coc^"* 
tend  for;  and  it  may  be  extremely  necessary  for  tli»  ^ 
purpose  of  protecting  the  estate,  that  they  should  in^*  " 
terfere.  What  I  have  now  to  consider  is,  whether  the^^y 
have  done  right  in  interfering  with  the  existing  state  c^^* 
things,  and  in  endeavouring  to  take  away  from  the  Hain  -^"^ 
tiff,  before  his  rights  have  been  finally  determined,  tba  * 
which  the  trustee  has  heretofore  acquiesced  in  his  having^    " 

Before  I  interfere,  I  must  have  a  very  distinct  under-^-"^ 
taking  from  the  Plaintiff,  to  keep  down  the  annuitiesy**-*-^ 
—  not  to  cut  any  timber  without  the  consent  of  the  trus- 
tees,—  not  to'  grant  any  lease  beyond  leases  from  year 
to  year,  without  the  consent  of  the  trustees.  The 
Plaintiff  giving  these  undertakings,  and  bringing  the 
deeds  into  Court,  and  leave  being  given  to  the  De- 
fendants to  apply  if  any  of  them  should  be  infringed, 
I  shall  restrain  the  Defendants  from  proceeding  with 
the  action,  and  from  interfering  with  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
receipt  of  the  rents. 
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ROWLEY  V.   ADAMS.  March  I,  s.  4, 

5,  6,  7.  9. 

nPHIS  cause  came  before  the  Court  upon  exceptions  Special  direc- 

-■-    to  the  Master's  report.     The  facts  are  fully  de-  Jd"j;£ ^r" 

tailed  in  the  judirinent  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  an  account, 

•^     ®  ^.     that  if  the 

^11*  Master  should 
be  unable  to 
take  such  account,  by  reason  of  the  non-production  of  the  books  of  account  or 
other  circumstances,  he  should  ascertain  and  state  such  circumstances,  and  report 
thereon. 

Difficulty  in  making  a  decree  against  parties  depending  on  the  result  of  accounts, 
which  could  not  be  satisfactorily  taken,  m  consequence  of  the  loss  of  the  books  of 
account. 

Executors  having,  for  about  three  years,  paid  interest  on  the  Plaintiff's  legacies, 
the  Court,  at  the  first  hearing,  directed  accounts,  with  a  view  of  determining,  from 
the  state  of  the  assets,  the  liability  of  the  executors  to  pay  the  legacies.  The  Court, 
on  further  directions,  refused  to  hold,  that  by  payment  of  interest  the  executors  had 
admitted  assets,  such  a  conclusion  being  wholly  at  variance  with  all  that  had  been 
previously  done  in  the  suit. 

In  1885  the  testator  and  his  son  Henry  J?.,  whoTiad  previously  carried  on  busi- 
ness as  brewers,  admitted  another  son,  George,  into  partnership.  By  the  partner- 
ship deed,  it  was  agreed,  that  the  plant  &c.,  which  it  was  stated  had  been  valued  at 
63,600^,  exclusive  of  the  stock  and  debts,  should  he  the  capital,  of  which  the  tes- 
tator was  to  be  entitled  to  a  moiety.  The  testator's  surplus  monies  in  the  business 
were  represented  to  amount  to  48,915/.,  on  which  the  testator  was  to  receive  in* 
terest.  The  testator  died  in  1826,  having,  by  his  will,  given  his  surplus  capital  to 
bis  executors,  in  trust,  to  invest  on  security,  and  pay  the  income  to  his  wife,  and 
after  her  death  to  set  apart  two  legacies  of  13,000/.  each  for  his  daughters  and  their 
children;  and  he  gave  his  interest  in  the  business,  and  the  stipulated  ordinary 
capital,  to  his  sons  Henry  E,,  George,  and  William,  who  was  a  minor,  and  he 
directad  and  required  his  executors  to  carry  on  the  business,  in  conjunction  with 
his  sons,  until  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  he  empowered  them  to  sell 
the  brewery  during  William's  minority.  He  charged  his  freehold  and  other  pro- 
perty with  the  payment  of  his  surplus  capital,  and  directed  mortgages  of  his  real 
estate  for  securing  the  legacies.  Ihe  will  was  not  proved  till  December  1827;  but, 
after  the  testators  death  the  executors  left  the  surviving  partners  in  the  undis- 
turbed possession  of  the  partnership  property,  and  though  they  did  not  take  any 
active  part,  the  business  was  carried  on  with  their  concurrence.  Disputes  arose 
between  the  surviving  partners,  and  a  suit  for  administration  was  instituted,  which, 
tbroagh  the  interference  of  the  executors,  was  abandoned.  In  January  1888  the 
executors  joined  in  deeds  whereby  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  and  Henry  E. 
assigned  his  interest  to  George  in  consideration  of  20,000/.,  and  the  executors  re- 
Igi^  Henry  E.  from  all  claims  in  respect  of  any  surplus  capital.  The  business 
was  afterwards  sold  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  and  in  March  1 830  was  found 
to  be  insolvent,  and  the  partnership  property  turned  out  to  be  wholly  unproductive 
to  the  testator's  estate.    In  January  1^3 1  a  bill  was  filed  by  infants  interested  in  the 

two 
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Sir  miliamFollett  (Solicitor- General),  Mr. Kinderd^^  ^.ey 
and  TAr,  Russeli,  Tor  the  executors,  and  in  support  »  o( 
the  exceptions. 


Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  PlaintL 
the  children  of  the  legatees  of  12,000/. 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Erskine,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  H/^^^^^^joh 
lei/y  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Adams. 


Mr.  fVrayy  for  the  representatives  'of  William  fVj/a^ 
the  testator's  youngest  son. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  CoUiiiSj  for  Henry  Earley  Wyir' 

Sir  William  Follelty  in  reply. 


two  l^cies, 
seeking  to 
charge  the 
executors  with 
wilful  default 
in  not  having 
obtained  pay- 
ment of  tne 
legacies  out  of 
the  surplus 
capital.    By 
several 
decretal 
orders,  ac- 
counts were 
directed  to  be 
taken  as  to 
the  accuracy 
of  the  recitals 
in  the  part- 
nership deed, 
the  value  of 
the  plant  &c,, 
and  the  sur- 
plus money 
due  to  the 
testator  at  his 
death,  and 

accounts  of  the  partnership  dealings  and  transactions;  and  if  he  should  find  that 
was  unable  to  take  such  account,  by  reason  of  the  non-production  of  books 
account,  be  was  to  state  the  circumstances.     He  was  also  directed  to  inquire  by  vhoi 
the  partnership  property  was  possessed  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  how  disppit 
of,  and  whether  the  executors,  with  due  diligence  and  without  their  wilful  delauli 
might  have  possessed  themselves,  out  of  the  partnership  property,  €€  luffictet^ 
to  pay  the  two  legacies  of  12,000/.     The  Master  was  unable  to  take  the  acoouni 
by  reason  of  the  non-production  o(  the  books.     He  foand,  however,' on^t^ 


% 


The  Masi-er  of  the  Rolls. 

By  a  decretal  order  made  in  these  causes,  on  tlie  9^ 
of  May  1839,   it  was,   amongst  other  things,  refei 


perfect  evidence  before  him,  large  sums  due  to  the  testator,  and  lamci . 
assets,  which  however  varied  in  each  of  his  thr^e  reports:  lie  also  found  that  tke 
executors  might,  with  due  diligence  &c.,  have  possessed  tbettiselV^,  obt'^of 'A<^ 
partnership  property,  of  sufficient  to  pay  the  two  legacies.  The  C(WII«tol1fQ9A 
was  of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  reason  for  thinking  that  the  testator's  surplus 
capital  could,  if  at  all,  have  been  realized  without  putdnft  an  ent  Wlhtf  tuAuMt 
which  the  executors  were  not  bound  to  do.  That  though  the  executors  had  not 
fully  or  properly  performed  their  duty,  still  it  was  more  a  matter  of  conjecture  than 
of  proof  what  the  assets  and  liabilities  were,  that  the  results  were  iiofr  WbuiMI  or 
approaching  to  accuracy,  and  that  it  had  not  been  satisfactorily  made  out  eittlnr 
that  there  were  partnership  assets,  out  of  which  the  l^acies  coiild  havi^'fti^ir^ 
covered  or  secured,  nor  that  the  assets  were  such  as  to  make  it  irapMbctfcaJile-fer 
the  executors  to  obtain  payment  of  the  legacies.  The  Court,  in  this  state  of  things, 
dcciincd  to  charge  the  executors. 
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back  to  the  Master  to  enquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  1844. 
by  whom  the  property  and  effects  of  the  partnership  in 
the  causes  mentioned,  existing  at  the  death  of  tlie  tes- 
tator Henry  WyaU^  were  possessed  and  received,  and 
bow  and  by  whom  the  same  had  been  applied  and  dis- 
posed of,  and  what  had  become  thereof.  And  the 
Master  was  to  enquire,  whether  the  executors,  with  due 
diligence  and  without  their  wilful  default,  might  have 
possessed  themselves,  out  of  the  partnership  property 
and  for  the  testator's  estate,  of  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay 
and  satisfy  the  two  legacies  of  12,0002.  each,  found  to 
be  due  to  the  Plaintiffs,  or  any  and  what  part  thereof: 
and  in  making  the  enquiries,  the  Master  was  to  have 
regard  to  the  findings  in  his  several  reports  of  the  29th 
.  of  April  1835,  the  12tb  of  June  1837,  and  the  1st  of 
Majf  1888. 

The  Master,  by  his  report  dated  the  16th  of  December 
1843,  finds,  that  the  partnership  business  was  carried 
on  after  the  testator's  death  by  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  and 
George  Wyatt  with  the  concurrence  of  the  executors ; 
but  be  does  not  find  that  the  executors  or  either  of 
them  interfered  with  or  gave  any  orders  .or  directions 
with  respect  to  the  management  thereof,  or  to  the  col- 
lection of  the  assets  thereof.  And,  on  consideration  of 
the  states  of  facts  and  evidence  before  him,  he  finds, 
that  on  the  decease  of  the  testator  there  were  sufficient 
assets  of  the  partnership,  existing  at  the  death  of  the 
testator  Henry  fVyattj  for  the  payment  of  the  two  lega- 
cies of  12,000/.  each,  and  he  found,  that  the  Defendants 
the  executors,  with  due  diligence  and  without  their  wil- 
ful default,  might  have  possessed  themselves,  out  of  the 
partnership  property  for  the  testator's  estate,  of  a  suffi- 
cient sum  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  legacies  found  due  to 
the  Plaintiflb,  or  that  they  might,  with  due  diligence  and 
without  their  wilful  default,  have  secured,  out  of  such 

Vol.  VII.  D  d  property 
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1844.        property  and  for  the  testator's  estate,  a  sum  aufficicDt 
for  the  payment  of  the  legacies. 

To  this  report  the  Defendants,  the  execotors,  have 
filed  twenty  exceptions,  of  which  the  three  first  are 
admitted  to  be  the  most  material. 

In  these  exceptions  it  is  alleged,  first,  that  the  Master 
ought  not  to  have  certified,  that  on  the  decease  of  the 
testator  Henry  Wyatt  there  were  sufficient  assets  of  die 
partnership  existing  for  the  payment  of  the  l^acies  of       ^m( 
12,000/.  and  12,000/.    Secondly,  that  he  oogbt  not  to        ^:3q 
have  certified,  that  the  executors,  with  due  diligence  and       .f^ 
without  their  wilful  default,  might  have  possessed  them 
selves,  out  of  the  partnership  property  and  for  the  tes-  ^^m- 
tator*s  estate,  of  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  ^^  e 
legacies,  or  might,  with  due  diligence  and  without  tbdr*;^  j* 
wilfiil  default,  have  secured,  out  of  such  property  and 
for  the  testator's  estate,  a  sum  sufficient  for  payment 

the  said  legacies.     Thirdly,  that  he  ought  to  have  oerti 

fied,  that  the  executors  could  not,  with  due  diligeni 
and  without  their  wilful  default,  have  possessed  them- 
selves, out  of  the  partnership  property  and  for  the 
tator's  estate,  of  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  and  sati^ 
legacies. 

Henry  Wyatt,  the  testator,  had  carried  on  bosiDesB 
a  brewer  on  his  own  account      He  had  three  sons 
Henry  Earley^  George,  and  William;  and,  hating 
to  take  Henry  Earley  into  partnership  for  a  foartk  abate,. 
he  executed  a  deed,  dated  the  9th  of  AprU  18 19^ 
made  between  himself  of  the  one  part,  and 
Wyatt  of  the  other  part.     It  was  therein  letitcd^  'tbat 
the  father  had  proposed  and  agreed  to  take  the  Mm  ■ 
partnership  for  the  term  of  twenty^ne  yean,  and  to^ 
give  him  (subject  to  a  proviso  after  contained),  a  fourth 

part 


Adams. 
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part  or  share  of  the  plant,  stock  in  trade,  and  effects  of       1844. 
the  business,  except  the  stock  of  malt,  ale,  and  beer,  and     ^^^^^^ 
the  debts  owing  to  the  father  up  to  the  1st  of  January  v. 

then  last;  and  further,  that  the  said  one  fourth  share  had 
been  estimated  at  the  sum  of  6000/.  as  the  fourth  part  of 
24,000/.,  the  balance  due  to  the  father  from  the  trade, 
upon  which  sum,  it  was  agreed,  that  the  son  should,  out 
of  his  share  of  profit,  allow  to  the  father  interest  at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum.  In  the  operative  part 
of  the  deed,  it  was  provided  that  Hemy  Wyatt^  the 
fiuber,  might,  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  the 
partnership,  sell  and  dispose  of  his  share  in  the  partner- 
ship stock  in  trade  and  effects  and  goodwill,  to  any  per- 
MD  or  persons,  who  should  thereupon  be  taken  and 
received  as  a  partner  in  the  trade,  upon  such  terms  as 
■ug^t  be  mutually  agreed  upon  between  the  father  and 
son.  And  it  was  agreed,  that  any  sum  lent  to  the  con- 
cern by  either  party,  or  any  share  of  profits  left  in  the 
concern  by  either  party  with  the  consent  of  the  other, 
<hoold  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  an- 
Dom. 

On  the  Utoi  January  1825,  George  Wyattj  the  second 
■on,  was  admitted  a  partner  with  Henry  Wyatt,  the  father, 
and  Hemy  Barley  Wyait^  the  eldest  son.  The  deed  to 
carry  into  effect  the  agreement  then  made,  is  dated  the 
Slat  of  December  1825,  and  it  was  made  between  Henry 
WyaUcSrh^  first  part,  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  of  the  second 
part,  and  George  Wyait  of  the  third  part  The  partner- 
•Up  between  Hemy  Wyatt  and  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  was 
dissolved,  and  it  was  agreed,  that  Henry  Wyattj  Henry 
Emrky  Wyattj  and  George  Wyattj  should  become  and  be 
partners  from  the  1st  of  January  1825,  for  seven  years, 
if  all  of  them,  or  if  Hemy  Wyatt  and  either  of  the  others 
shoold  so  long  live. 

Dd  2  The 


400 


1844. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  second  article,  which  has  given  rise  to  much 
controversy  in  this  case,  was  to  the  following  effect: — 
That  the   plant,   utensils,   implements,  horses,   drays, 
waggons,  carU,  live  and  dead  stock,  and  other  effects 
now  belonging  to  and  employed  in  the  business  which 
have  been  valued  at  the  sum  of  63,626/.  45.  IdL,  (exclu- 
sive of  the  stock  of  malt,  ale,  and  beer,  and  the  debts 
due  and  owing  to  the  late  partnership  up  to  the  Slat  of 
December  last  inclusive,  and  which  are  meant  to  continue 
the  property  of  Henry  Wyatt  and  Henry  EarUy  Wyat€^ 
as  part  of  the  effects  of  their  late  partnership,  and  ex^- 
elusive  also  of  the  principal  sum  of  48,915/.  55. 
the  amount  of  surplus  mdhey  due  and  owing  from  th< 
business  and  belonging  to  Henry  Wyatt ;  and  also  th( 
further  principal  suod  of  3129/.  \6s.  \0d.  the  amount  (► 
surplus  money  due  and  owing  from  the  business, 
belonging  to  Henry  Earley  Wyatty  which  shall  be  em- 
ployed  by  and  in  the  said  intended  partnership), 
the  capital  of  the  said  partnership  shall  consist  of  thi 
said  sum  of  63,626/.  4^.  l(f.,  and  the  said  several  si 
of  48,915/.  5s.  lOd.  and  3129/.  165.  lOd.  shall  form 
surplus  capital  of  the  said   Henry   Wyatt  and   Hem\ 
Earley  Wyatt^  on  which  they  shall  respectively  receive 
interest.     Henry  Wyatt  was  to  be  entitled  to  one  equa 
moiety  of  the  63,626/.  45. 1^.,  and  Henry  Earley  Wyali 
an  equal  fourth  part  thereof;  and  the  annual  profits  o 
the  business  were  to  be  applied  in  paying  to  Henry  WyeUx 
and  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  interest,  at  5  per  cent.,  upon  tb^^^ 
several  sums  of  48,915/.  55.  10^.  and  3129/.  165.  lOiL  re- — 
spectively,  and  the  clear  residue  thereof  was  to  ibe.  paid 
as  to  one  half  to  Henry  Wyatty  and  Henty  Earh^  IV^tU^ 
and  George  Wyatt  were  each  of  them  to  have  one  ISp«ft)i» 
but,  out  of  the  one  fourth  of  George^  Henry  Wj^t  was 
to  have  interest  at  3  per  cent,  upon  159909/*  15.  Iieil]^ 
the  fourth  part  of  the  capital  of  63,626/.  45.  \d^ 


\ 
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No  one  of  those  who  have  had  to  consider  this  deed,  1844. 
seems  to  have  been  able  to  understand  what  the  parties 
realty  meant  by  the  recital  which  it  contains,  and  the 
intcDtioQ  which  they  might  have  had  is,  at  this  time^  in- 
tolved  in  as  much  obscurity  as  ever.  It  must  be  sup- 
posed, that,  on  the  81st  of  December  1825,  there  was 
considerable  property  belonging  to  the  firm  of  Henry 
Wyatt  and  Son,  and  several  debts  owing  to  and  from  the 
firm.  In  computing  the  capital  to  be  employed  in  the 
new  firm,  certain  portions  of  the  property  were  excluded ; 
amongst  other  portions,  the  debts  owing  to  the  old  con- 
cern :  nothing  is  said  as  to  the  mode  of  paying  the  debts 
owing  by  the  old  concern  ;  but  assuming  that  the  pro- 
perty of  the  old  firm  which  was  excluded  from  the  com- 
putation of  the  capital  to  be  employed  in  the  new  firm 
was  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  and  was  intended  to  be 
applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  old  firm,  it  is 
stated,  that  63,626/.  45.  Id.  was  to  be  the  capital  em- 
ployed in  the  new  firm,  and  that  the  two  sums  owing  to 
the  old  partners,  and  amounting  together  to  upwards  of 
52,000/.,  were  to  form  a  surplus  capital. 

It  would  seem,  that  the  whole  of  the  tangible  property 
whh  which  the  business  was  to  be  carried  on,  and  by 
which  all  charges  were  to  be  borne,  had  been  estimated, 
or  perhaps  arbitrarily  stated,  at  6S,626/.  and  that  this 
was  the  only  property  out  of  which  the  52,045/.  was  to 
be  paid  to  the  old  partners,  and  yet  interest  at  5  per  cent. 
upon  the  52,045/.  was  made  payable  out  of  the  profits  of 
the  new  firm,  and  Oeorge  Wyatt  was,  besides,  to  pay  in- 
terest at  8  per  cent,  on  15,919/.  as  a  fourth  part  of  the 
69,626/.,  stated  to  be  the  value  of  the  capital  to  be  em- 
ployed in  the  new  concern,  just  as  if  no  debt  had  been 
charged  upon  it. 
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1844.  The  business  was,  however,  carried  on,  as  the  parties 

may  have  supposed,  under  the  provisions  of  this  deed. 

Henry  Wyatt  made  his  will,  dated  the  14tb  of  June 
1826,   and  he  thereby   bequeathed  to  the  Defendants 
Adams  and  Marks  all  such  surplus  pecuniary  capital  and 
then  accrued  interest  thereon,  as,  at  his  decease,  he  should 
have  in  his  business,  over  and  above  his  rightful  and 
stipulated  capital  therein,  and  also  such  shares  as  he 
should  be  entitled  to  in  government,  East  India  or  South 
Sea  stock,  in  trust  to  invest  the  same  surplus  capital  in. 
government  or  real  securities,  and  to  stand  possessed  ot 
the  surplus  capital^  stocks  and  funds,  on  trust,  during' 
the  life  of  his  wife,  to  pay  the  income  to  her,  and,  after^ 
her  death,   on  trust,  out  of  the  same  surplus  capitaK^ — 
stocks  and  funds,  to  appropriate  and  set  apart  the  twoi^^ 
several  legacies  oi  12,000/.,  each  afterwards  given  for  "" 
the  benefit  of  his  two  daughters  and  their  children ;  andL — 
he  gave  the  residue  to  his  two  sons  George  and  fVilliammm^ 
And  he  gave  a  copyhold  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  witfav— 
remainder  to  his  son  George j  and  a  freehold  estate  to  hii^^ 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son  WiUiam.     And^ 
then  he  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  share  andL 
interest  of  and  in  the  brewhouse,  and  of  and  in  theplant^^ 
stock  in  trade,  and  all  chattels  used  in  carrying  on  tber- 
business,  and  of  and  in  the  goodwill  of  the  said  business^, 
and  the  stipulated  ordinary  capital  for  carrying  on  the- 
said  business  (charged  and  chargeable  as  in  the  said 
will  mentioned),  as  to  one  moiety  of  his  moiety,  being 
one-fourth  of  the  whole,  unto  and  for  the  use  of  his  son 
WiUiam  ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  of  his  moiety,  being 
the  remaining  one-fourth  of  the  whole,  unto  and  equally 
between  his  sons  George  and  WiUiam.     And  he  directed 
and  required  his  executrix  and  executors  to  concur  in 
carrying  and  managing  his  said  business,  in  conjunction 
with  his  sons  for  the  time  being  of  full  age,  on  behalf 

of 
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of  William^  he  being  under  the  age  of  twenty*one  years ;        1844. 
and  for  their  trouble  they  were  to  have  50/.  a  year  out 
of  IViUianfs  share,  and  thereout  an  allowance  was  to  be 
nuule  for  WiUianC^  maintainance,  and  the  residue  of  the 
annual  gains  was  to  be  invested  for  his  benefit.     The 
testator  then  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate, 
subject  to  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses, and  the  deficiency  of  legacies  and  otherwise  as 
before  mentioned,  to  his  executrix  and  executors  to  be 
invested,  and  the  income  to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  in  trust  for  his  sons  George  and 
William  and  his  daughters.     The  testator  then  gave  the 
two  l^acies  of  12,000/.  each  to  Adams  and  Marks,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughters  and  their  children, 
with  such  remainders  over  as  in  the  will  stated.     He 
then   empowered    the   guardians   of  his   son    William, 
during  his  minority,   if  they  should   think   fit,  to  sell 
WiUianC^  share  in  the  brewery,  and  all  benefit  thereof, 
UDto  his  brothers,  or  any  other  person.     He  then  gave 
c:ertain  property  to  his  son  Henry  Earley,  and  for  the 
lienefit  of  his  son  William,  making  the  same  subject  to 
liis  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and 
legacies.     And  he  declared  that  all  the  freehold  and 
other    property   whatsoever,    devised,   given    and    be- 
queathed by  his  will,   was  so  devised,  given  and  be- 
queathed, subject  to  and  charged  and  chargeable  with 
the  payment  of  the  surplus  capital  continued  or  lent  in 
the  business,  and  the  interest  for  the  same.     And  he 
charged  all  his  copyhold  and  customary  estates  devised 
by  his  will,  and  also  his  residuary  estate,  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  two  several  sums  of  1 29000/.  to  his  daughters, 
and  directed  that  interest,  after  the  rate  of  5  per  cent, 
per  annum,  should  be  paid  thereon  till  invested,  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  his  wife ;  and  he  directed  that 
his  sons  and  all  necessary   parties   should,  whenever 
thereunto  required   (and  which  he  directed  might  be 

D  d  if  done). 
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U4|4«       doAe},  duly  execute  good  and  sufficient  mortgages  to 
^^^J^*"      bis  trustees,  of  the  same  copyhold  or  customary  and 


Adahs 


ef!  '  freehold  estates  for  securing  payment  of  the  same  sums 
of  12|000/.  each,  with  interest  for  the  same  sums  re- 
spectively after  the  rate  aforesaid,  and  expenses,  within 
two  years  after  the  date  of  hb  decease,  in  which  mort- 
gages  were  to  be  contained  powers  of  sale ;  and  should 
also  enter  into  and  execute  any  other  deed,  for  more  j 

effectually  charging  and  making  liable  such  estates,  and  j 

also  the  testator's  residuary  estates,  with  the  pajrment  of         *3 
the  two  sums  of  12,000Z.  and  interest  and  expenses.  ^ 

And  he  appointed  his  wife,  or,  after  her  decease  or  «. 

second  marriage,  Samuel  Adams  and  Edmund  iiarb,  ^ 

guardian  or  guardians  of  his  son   WilUam  WyaiL     And  j 

he  appointed  his  wife  and  Adams  and  Marks  executors         ^ 
of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  9th  of  JvUf  1826,  and  the        :s 
executors  were  willing  to  prove  the  will  and  to  act  in 
execution  of  the  trusts  thereo£ 

By  the  testator's  death,  the  partnership,  so  far  as  it  ^=^ 
depended  on  the  deed  of  the  3 1st  of  December  1825, 
ceased ;  but  the  testator  directed  and  required  his  exe*   — * 
cutors  to  concur  in  carrying  on  the  business  in  conjunctioo-^ifl^- 
with  his  sons  Henry  Earley  and  George.    By  the  recital,  ^^^ 
in  the  deed  of  the  3 1st  of  December  1825,  the  testator 
and  his  sons  had  represented,  that  the  capital  employed 
in  the  concern,  exclusive  of  the  stock  of  ale,  &c.  and  alao 
exclusive  of  the  debts  owing  to  the  concern,  exoeeded 
68,000/.  and  that  he  bad  surplus  capital  U>  the  amount 
of  48,000/. 

It  has  been  considered  that,  by  the  expression  **  sur- 
plus capital,"  which  is  used  in  the  deed  of  December  1825, 
the  parties  did  not  mean  monies  or  surplus  capital  be* 

yond 
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yond  what  was  employed  in  the  business,  but  did  mean 
the  amount  of  debts  due  from  the  partnership  to  the 
iodiriduai  partners,  and  payable  out  of  the  partnership 
assets,  which  were,  in  the  first  instance,  subject  to  the 
debtB  due  from  the  partnership ;  and,  even  on  the  as- 
samption  that  a  large  debt  was  due  to  the  testator's 
esUile  from  the  partnership,  and  that  the  partnership 
property,  after  payment  of  the  debts  due  from  the  part- 
nership to  other  persons,  was  sufficient  to  pay  what  was 
due  to  the  testator,  I  find  nothing  in  the  proceedings 
which  aflTords  any  reason  for  thinking,  that  the  sum  of 
money  or  debt  which  the  testator  called  his  surplus 
capital,  could,  if  at  all^  have  been  raised  or  realised, 
without  putting  an  end  to  the  trade  and  selling  ofF  the 
property  employed  in  it. 

But  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  in  which  the 
executors  were  placed  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
considering  the  nature  of  his  will,  and  the  recitals  in 
the  deed,  the  executors  appear  to  me  to  have  had  some 
reason  to  think  otherwise.  The  testator  would  seem  to 
have  intended,  not  only  that  the  **  surplus  capital,"  as 
he  called  it,  should  be  taken  out  of  the  concern,  but 
also  that  the  trade  should  be  carried  on,  for  he  gave 
the  surplus  capital  with  other  property  to  the  trustees, 
oititmst  to  be  invested  in  government  or  real  securities, 
and.  directed  that  the  interest  arising  therefi-om  should 
be  paid. to  his  wife,  and  that  the  principal  money,  after 
her  <  death,  was  to  be  the  primary  fiind  for  payment  of 
the-t«rO' legacies  of  12,000/.;  and  he  also,  by  the  same 
wilt^  dareded  and  required  his  executors  to  concur  with 
his  sons  of  full  age,  in  carrying  on  the  business  till  his 
son  William  attained  the  age  of  twenty  ^one  years. 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  testator  had  some 
doubt  or  misgiving,  not  only  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 

surplus 
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1844*        surplus  capital  to  pay  the  legacies,  but  also  as  to  the 

practicability  of  realising  the  ^^  surplus  capital "  out  oP^ 
the  partnership  assets.   He  did  not  intend  his  daughters 
to  rely  on  that  fund  alone  for  payment  of  the  l^acies^ 
for,  although  the  legacies  amounted  to  24,000/.,  and  th^^ 
**  surplus  capital,"  as  it  was  called,  had,  on  the  31st  ofc:~~ 
December  1825,  been  stated  to  be  48,000/.,  and  is  sup^ 
posed  to  have  been  afterwards  increased,  nevertheless^ 
after  making  the  surplus  capital  the  primary  fund  focr^ 
payment  of  the  legacies,  the  testator  charged  his  otheacrr^ 
property  with  the  payment  thereof,  and  directed  secu 
rity  to  be  given  ;  and  he  also  thought  fit  to  subject 


charge  his  freehold  and  other  property  with  the  pay 
ment  of  the  *'  surplus  capital "  continued  or  lent  in  th  _^e 
business. 

After  the  investigation  which  the  subject  has  unden^KT- 
gone,  it  is  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible^  to  form  niii^    ij 
clear  notion  of  that  which  the  testator  intended  to  bcz^^i^ 
done ;  and  on  this  part  of  the  case  I  cannot  conclucE=^^ 
that  the  executors,   even   if  they    had  possessed  it^^^^^ 
power,  would  have  been  to  blame,  or  would  have  1 
come  liable  to  answer,  personally,  for  any  loss  whic^ 
ensued,  merely  because  they  did  not  proceed  at  once  i 
realise,  by  sale  of  the  partnership  property,  such  dei^:^^^ 
as  was  due  to  the  testator  from  the  partnership  at  tL^^^-^ 
time  of  his  death.     I  do  not  think  that  they  could  hav---^ 
done  so,  without  putting  a  stop  to  the  trade,  which  the^^ 
were  expressly  directed  and  required  to  carry  on ;  anc^ 
I  think  that  the  directions  to  invest  the  testator's  ^*  sur^ 
plus  capital "  are  materially  qualified,  not  only  by  the 
directions  to  carry  on  the  trade,  but  also  by  the  direc- 
tion to  secure  the  legacies  in  another  manner,  and  by 
the  <<  surplus  capital "  being  itself  charged  on  the  tes- 
tator*s  other  property. 

It 
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It  appeared,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  that  there  1844. 
'^mras  a  rery  valuable  and  important  business  in  which  a 
l^arge  CBpital  was  employed,  and  which  the  executors 
-^^ere  directed  to  concur  in  carrying  on  with  the  testator's 
sad  alt  sons,  until  his  minor  son  came  of  age,  with  the 
intention,  no  doubt,  that  after  that  time,  his  three  sons 
should  carry  on  the  business  in  partnership  together; 
sand  also  with  the  intention,  that  the  debt  due  to  him* 
self,  which  he  called  **  surplus  capital,"  should  be  paid, 
sand  should  be  the  primary  fund  for  paying  the  legacies 
tjo  his  daughters,  for  which,  however,  he  provided  other 

curity. 


Under  these  circumstances,  the  executors  seem  to 
have  thought,  that  the  assets  would  be  sufficient  to  pay 
every  thing  thereout  payable ;  and  they  seem  only  to 
have  desired  that  the  business  might  be  carried  on  as 
the  testator  intended.  Why  were  they  to  distrust 
Henry  Earley  and  George^  the  surviving  partners  of  the 
testator,  with  whom  the  testator  himself  had  directed 
them  to  concur  in  carrying  on  the  trade  ?  Why  were 
they  to  think,  that  in  doing  the  very  thing  which  the 
testator  had  directed  them  to  do,  they  were  exposing 
his  assets  to  hazard  ?  How  could  they  suppose,  that  in 
following  his  directions,  they  were  committing  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  exposing  themselves  to  liability  ?  But  a 
short  time  after  the  te&tator's  death,  serious  disputes 
arose  between  Henry  Earley  Wyait  and  his  brother 
George  J  the  surviving  partners;  and  Henry  Earley  Wyait^ 
the  elder  brother,  denying  the  validity  of  his  father's 
will,  and,  in  November  1826,  causing  a  caveat  to  be 
entered  against  the  proof  of  it.  The  authority  of  the 
trustees  being  thus  questioned,  it  was  impossible  for 
them  to  act  as  if  they  had  obtained  probate. 


It 
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1SA4.  It  was  argued,  that  they  ought  to  have  known»  and        f 

roust  have  known,  that  Henry  Earley  WyaU  had  no  case      ^^e 
against  the  will.      I  think  it  appears  that  they  never    -rmv 

had  any  serious  doubt  of  the  will  being  ultimately  estab- «. 

lished ;  but  Henry  Earley  Wyait^  in  bis  answer  to  the  ^  i^ 
bill  filed  by  the  executors  in  1829,  which  was  long  after*!iK  t 
the  caveat  was  withdrawn  and  the  probate  granted,  d'uLKzad 

not  admit  the  validity  of  the  will;  and  the  execoto ■     i 

being  for  a  long  time  unable  to  obtain  probate,  tbc^^e 
limited  power,  which  the  will  would  have  given  thems*  .^ 
to  interfere  with  the  property  and  rights  of  the  surviv—  --- 
ing  partners,  was  very  much  diminished.  The  di$pate^i-.^=s 
between  the  brothers  Henry  Earley  and  George  pro— ^b- 
ceeded  to  great  length.  It  appears,  from  a  lette  ^^=r 
written  by  Mr.  Coote  to  Henry  Earley  in  January  18i7^^» 
that  the  executors  took  the  part  of  George^  and  accum,^  -=d 
Henry  Earley  of  considerable  misconduct.  Whether  th  ^^ae 
accusation  was  well  founded,  or  what  defence  was  madL.  ^  p> 
does  not  appear ;  but  it  is  plain,  that  with  such  disputc^^ves 
between  the  partners,  the  business  which  they  were  tj^^to 
carry  on  could  not  prosper,  and  with  the  knowlcd^^gsgc 
which  has  now  been  obtained,  it  cannot  be  doubtiL.^  <^> 
that  Mr.  Orchard  and  Mr.  Bxmley  adopted  a  very  pn=^^D' 
dent  course  for  their  wives  and  families,  when,  on  tlc=:==^^ 
5th  of  March  1827,  they  filed  a  trill  in  this  Coart 
have  the  trusts  of  the  will  duly  executed,  and  to  ] 
cure  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  partnerrfiiHI^F^ 
property  and  the  other  ))ersonal  estate  of  the  testato^^^"^' 
and  to  have  the  accounts  taken. 

In  this  bill   it  was  stated,  that  afker  th^itestator^*^ 
death,  the  trade  was  carried  on  by  Henry  EMe^  ?%«^^^*^ 
and   George  Wyatt  or  one  of  them ;  that-  gmat  dlflRsr*'^'' 
ences  and  animosities  existed  between  them ;  that  tiie 
had  no  communication  with  each  other  on  the  i^irs  c^ 

tl»' 
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the  trade,  and  that  no  proper  accounts  were  kept,  and        IMi. 
misccmdnct  was  charged  against  Henry  Earley  Wyatt.        ^^^^^^ 

It  is  to  be  regretted,  and  by  none  so  much  as  by  the       •A*'**^« 
executors,  that  this  bill  was  not  prosecuted;   but  tlie 
executors,  and  more  especially  Mr.  Marks^  appear  to 
have  been  persuaded  that  the  assets  were  amply  suffi- 
cient for  payment  of  the  legacies,  and  that  the  trade 
might  be  carried  on  advantageously,  if  Henry  Earley 
Wyait  could  be  prevailed  upon  to  leave  it,  and  if  the 
business  were  not  interfered  with  by  a  receiver.     Under 
these  circumstances,  Mr.  Coo/^,  who  acted  as  solicitor 
ibr  George  and  also  for  the  executors,  whilst  he  was 
taking  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain  probate  of  Henry 
JVyatfs  will,  was  also  taking  steps  to  induce  Henry 
^£arley  Wyatt  to  sell   his   interest  in   the  concern   to 
George^  and  also  to  induce  the  Plaintiffs  in  Orchard  v. 
Wyaii  to  dismiss  their  bill.     These  several  objects  were 
clependent  on  one  another ;  Orchard  and  Baadey  would 
not  dismiss  their  bill  till  probate  of  the  will  was  granted 
to  the  executors,  and  Henry  Earley  Wyait  would  not 
agree  to  withdraw  his  caveat^  till  George  had  agreed  to 
parcbase  his  share  in  the  concern ;  and  many  difficulties 
arose  in  settling  the  terms  of  the  purchase.     After  very 
carefully  reading  all  the  correspondence,  and  all  the 
evidence  relating  to  the  treaty  and  negotiation,  I  see  no 
leaaoQf  ito  think,  that  the  executors  and  Mr.  Coote  on 
ihtir  :behalf  did  not  act  with  perfect  bonajldes^  and  with 
the  intention  of  carrying  into  effect  the  testator's  inten- 
tion, so  far  as  they  could  after  the  disputes  arose  be- 
CwcaO'  Henry  Earley  and  George.    It  may  have  been, 
aii4\f  tfatiokvit  was,  very  imprudent  to  assist  or  concur 
ilAilbe  .parcbase  by  George  o(  Henry  Earley  Wyatt* s 
/ibiMre  op  .such  terms  as  were  adopted,  and  very  im- 
prudent t»  use  any  endeavours  to  procure  the  dismissal 
of  the  bill  in  Orchard  v.  Wyqtt ;  but  there  is  nothing  to 

shew, 
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1844.  shew,  that  theexecQtors  did  not  adopt  the  course  whic^^  ^ch 
they  sincerely  believed  to  be  beneficial  to  the  estate  ^  of 
the  testator.  It  seems  manifest,  that  Orchard  and  Rctaiem^^J^ 
must,  ultimately,  have  been  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I  dEi^  do 
not  think  that  the  executors  are  liable  to  any  blame  fcjfVor 
not  prosecuting  their  suit  for  probate  with  greater  activits-  mtj 
than  they  did.  No  unnecessary  delay  appears  to  ha^i^dP  .ve 
taken  place,  until  such  progress  had  been  made  towarif  m\ls 
completion  of  the  purchase,  that  further  adverse  prr  ■  ^ 
ceedings  would  only  have  occasioned  needless  expense.^  .s. 

Nevertheless,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  execi^Hw- 
tors  fully  or  properly  performed  their  duty.     Some  {^in- 
vestigation of  the  property  and  accounts  had  taken  plac       e, 
and  the  result  of  it  was,  apparently,  such  as  to  satis;:^  "fj 
the  executors,  that  the  statement  of  the  capital  of  t^fce 
partnership,  recited  in  the  deed  of  the  31st  of  Decemb^^ 
1825,  was  altogether  erroneous;  that  the  plant,  sUh^cz^l 
and  effects  of  the  partnership,  exclusive  of  beer  a^"^ 
malt  and  of  debts  due,  amounted  to  no  such  sum    -^^ 
68,000/. ;  and  that  the  something,  which  was  called  t^^^ 
testator's  '^  surplus  capital,"  amounted  to  no  such  so.     ^'^ 
as  48,000/.     Finding  and  acknowledging  such  errors,        ^ 
think  that  the  executors  ought  to  have  taken  pecnli^^^ 
care  to  have  the  state  of  the  property  and  affiiirs  of  \)r^^^ 
partnership  accurately  ascertained,  and  ought  not  t^^^ 
have  sanctioned  the  sale  of  Henry  Barley  Wyatfs  Aai — ^^ 
to  George^  and  to  have  done  the  other  things  provide^^^^ 
by  the  deeds  of  January  1828,  without  first  ascertaining 


the  real  value  of  the  capital,  and  the  accurate  state  O"^^ 
the  concern  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  a^  ' 
the  time  of  the  intended  assignment.  They  were  iinde^^^ 
great  difficulties ;  it  seems  probable  that  the  state  of  t 
concern  was  better  known  to  Henry  Barley  Wyait 
it  was,  or  could  be,  to  any  other  person,  and  that  hc^ 
was  not  very  willing  to  give  information.     It  may  bavc^ 

been. 
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been,  that,  notwithstanding  every  proper  exertion,  they  1844. 
would  not  have  been  able  to  obtain  all  the  information 
which  they  ought  to  have  had ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  if 
they  had  not  the  information  which  the  occasion  re* 
quired,  they  ought  to  have  refused  to  sanction  the 
arrangement  between  Henry  Earley  and  George.  It  was 
strongly  pressed  against  the  executors,  in  argument, 
that  they  improperly  relied  on  such  information  as 
Henry  Earley  Wyait  thought  proper  to  a£Pord  them  at  a 
meeting  held  on  the  8th  of  June  1827,  and  proceeding 
upon  that,  entered  into  an  arrangement  which  the  true 
state  of  the  assets  did  not  warrant,  and  thereby  occa- 
sioned great  loss  to  the  estate.  The  whole  extent  of  the 
reliance  which  the  executors  placed  on  Henry  Earley 
fVyattf  or  how  or  when  he  satisfied  them  that  he  was 
to  be  relied  on,  does  not  appear ;  but  they  admit,  that, 
from  the  representations  made  to  them  by  Henry  Earley 
Wyatt  as  to  the  state  of  the  assets  of  the  partnership, 
they  were  induced  to  believe,  that,  on  the  1st  of  January 
1828,  the  testator  had  not  any  **  surplus  capital''  in  the 
trade,  or  any  sum  of  money  due  to  him  therefrom  on 
hia  separate  account,  and  that  there  were  not  any  assets 
of  the  partnership  remaining,  except  his  share  and  inte- 
rest in  the  partnership  trade,  and  a  mortgage  debt  of 
6002.  due  from  Cooper. 

The  testator's  widow  died  on  the  15th  of  April  1827. 

Ptobate  of  the  will  having  been  obtained  on  the  24th 
oi  December  1^21^  the  executors  joined  in  the  execution 
of  deeds  of  the  1st  of  January  1828,  whereby  the  part- 
nership was  dissolved  as  to  Henry  Earley  Wyatt,  and 
by  which  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  assigned  his  share  and 
interest  in  the  concern  to  George  Wyatt^  in  consideration 
of  50002.  said  to  be  then  paid,  and  the  further  sum  of 
15,000/L  agreed  to  be  paid  by  future  half-yearly  pay- 
ments 
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18i4.  maite  of  6001.  each,  and  the  executors,  professing  to  do 
it  as  fiur  as  they  kwfully  could,  released  Henry  Barley 
Wyait  from  all  claim  they  might  have  against  him,  in 
respect  of  any  <^  surplus  capital,''  and  also  from  any 
claim  they  might  have  against  him  as  creditors  of  the 
partnership. 

After  the  date  of  these  deeds,  the  business  was  carried 
on  by  George  Wyatt  alone.  On  the  6th  of  May  1827, 
William^  the  younger  brother,  came  of  age.  He  de- 
clined to  become  a  partner  in  the  business,  and  on  the 
15th  of  July  in  the  same  year,  a  new  bill  was  filed  by 
Baaiey  and  Orchard^  and  their  wives  and  children,  to 
have  the  estate  protected,  and  the  trusts  of  the  will  exe- 
cuted. In  that  suit,  it  was  allied,  that  the  executors 
bad  proved  the  will,  but  that,  in  consequence  of  various 
disputes  and  difiPerences,  they  had  not  acted  in  the  trusts 
or  in  execution  of  the  will  of  Henry  Wyatt.  A  receiver 
was  appointed,  and  George  Wyait  having,  with  the  ap- 
probation of  the  executors,  contracted  to  sell  the  pro- 
perty to  Messrs  Thomson^  a  reference  was  made  (a)  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  that  arrange- 
ment ;  and  ultimately  (b)  it  appeared  that  the  concern  was 
insolvent,  the  debts  owing  by  the  concern  amounting  to 
64,600/.  and  upwards,  whilst  the  assets  did  not  amount 
to  57»400/. ;  and  thus,  the  partnership  property  tamed 
out  to  be  wholly  unproductive  to  the  testator's  estate. 
George  Wyatt  and  Thomson^  not  long  afterwards9  became 
bankrupt  (c),  and  Henry  Barley  ff^o^  obtained  payment 
of  part  only  of  the  15,000/.  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  hion. 

The  present  bill  was  filed,  by  the  infants  interested 
in  the  two  legacies  of  12,000/.,  on  the  Srd  of  Jamuay 

1831  ; 

(fl)  Nw.  1829.  (c)  In  Dee.  185U 

{Ji)  In  March  1830. 


Sir  John  Leach^  by  bis  decree  dated  tbe  28tb  or  April 
18SSf  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  re- 
citab  in  the  deed  of  the  S  1st  of  December  1825 ;  and  an 
inquiry,  what,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Hemy  Wyatt^ 
ivas  the  Talne  of  the  plant,  utensils,  implements,  horses, 
draySf  waggons,  and  other  efiPects,  not  excluding  malt, 
«le»  beer,  and  debts ;  and  also  what  was,  at  that  time, 
%he  amoant  of  surplus  money  due  and  owing  from  the 
liaaitiesst  and  belonging  to  the  testator. 

Sir  JMfi  Leach  thought  fit  to  direct  the  inquiry  as  to 
the  accuracy  of  the  statement  in  the  partnership  deed, 
ii.lthottgh  bis  own  mind  appears  to  have  been  satisfied 
on  tbe  subject,  for  he  said,  that  no  person  looking  at 

VouVlI.  Ee  the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  418 

1881 ;  and  the  allegation  on  their  behalf,  which  I  have        1844. 
now  to  consider,  is,  that  the  executors,  without  their 
wilful  default,  might  have  obtained  payment  of  the  lega- 
cies of  12,0002.  out  of  the  partnership  property. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving,  that  the  executors  might, 
without  their  wilful  default,  have  obtained  payment  of 
the  two  legacies  of  12,0002.  it  should  be  established  :  — 

FirU.  That  there  were  assets  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacies,  which  the  executors  might  have 
received. 

Secondly.  That  such  assets  were  lost,  through  the 
wilful  n^Iect  or  default  of  the  executors. 

In  this  case,  therefore,  the  first  question  is,  whether 
the  testator  haid  in  the  partnership  concern,  in  the 
shape  of  ^  surplus  capital "  or  otherwise,  an  interest 
convertible  into  money  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  these 
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1844.       the  case  could  fiul  to  see,  that  the  sums  named  in  the 
deed  were  nominal  and  fictitious  sums. 

The  Master  made  his  report  on  the  29th  day  of  April 
1835 ;  he  states  that  various  books,  which,  by  the  evi- 
dence before  him,  appear  to  have  been  kept  and  used 
in  the  partnership  business,  had  not  been  produced  be- 
fore him,  —  viz.  the  cash  book,  the  bankers'  pass  book, 
the  cheque  book,  two  books  bound  in  calf,  in  which  were  - 

entered  the  annual  accounts  of  the  partnership  for  the  - 

year  preceding  the  1st  of  January  1825,  and  two  otlier 
books,  containing  an  account  of  what  each  partner  bad  ' 

drawn  out.     And  he  finds,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  - 

non-production  of  the  books,  he  is  unable  to  state  what,  « 

on  the  1st  of  January  1825,  was  the  value  of  the  plant  ^ 

and  other  articles,  which  in  the  deed  of  the  3 1st  of  '^ 

December  1825  was  stated  to  amount  to  the  sum  of  '^ 

63,626/.  4^.  Id.  But  he  found,  that,  on  the  1st  of  Jan- 
uary 1825,  there  was  due  from  the  partnership  to  Heruy  ^ 
fFyatt  48,915/.  5s.  lOd.,  and  to  Henry  EarUy  WyaU  ^ 
3129/.  165.  \Od.<i  which  sums  were  considered  as;  surplus 
capital ;  but  that  they  did  not  consist  of  monies  or  sur- 
plus capital  over  and  above  what  was  employe^  in  the 
trade.  That  13,000/.,  part  of  52,045/.  2s.  8</.  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  two  sums  owing  to  the  partners,  reprfsseoted 
improvements  made  to  the  stock  since  the  1st  of  Jfuatqry 
1817,  and  the  residue,  about  39,000/.,  reprf^nted.,t(»^ 
property  of  the  partnership  of  Wyaftw^d  Spij,  e^qlqs^y.ely 
of  the  plant  and  other  things,  and  except. j^e  inipix^V!^ 
ments,  but  in  the  absence  of  the  books  i|i  :.ii[l^fj^  A|l^ 
accounts  were  entered,  and  of  the  ot^r  boqlu^^fcffe 
referred  to,  and  save  as  in  his  report  set  fortkf  the 
Master  was  unable  to  state  the  particulars  of  t)|e,mi^of 
13,000/.,  or,  except  as  in  his  report  mention^i  l|qif  ^ 
several  sums  of  48,915/.  6s.  lOd.  and  3129/.  16s.  were 
made  up,  or  what  was  the  amount  of  surplus  money  due 
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and  owing  from  the  business  to  the  said  Henry  Wyatt  1844. 
and  Hewry  Barley  Wyatt  on  the  1st  or  January  1825. 
The  Master  further  finds  what  was  the  value  of  the 
plant  and  other  things  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 
No  evidence  had  been  laid  before  him  as  to  the  quantity 
or  value  of  the  malt,  hops,  and  corn  on  the  premises  at 
that  time ;  bnt  he  finds  the  value  of  several  other  par- 
ticalars,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  70,208/.,  subject  to 
a  debt  of  dOOOiL  owing  to  the  bankers  ;  and  that  there 
was  owing  to  Henry  Wyatt  from  the  concern  a  sum  of 
57,929/.  9s.. M. ;  and  that  the  property  liable  to  pay  the 
same  was,  in  the  first  instance,  subject  to  the  debts 
owing  from  the  partnership,  but  that,  from  the  non- 
prodoction  of  the  books,  he  was  unable  to  state,  save  as 
aforesaid,  what  was  the  amount  of  surplus  money  at 
that  time  due  and  owing  from  the  business  and  belong- 
ing to  Henry  Wyatt. 

Considering  that  the  testator's  assets  were  to  be  deter- 
mined at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  the  state  of  the 
partnership  at  a  prior  time  could  only  be  material  as 
afibrding  a  period  and  a  state  of  accounts  fi-om  which  a 
sabseqoent  account  could  be  taken,  the  directions  con- 
tikidad  ill  the  decree  were  imperfect ;  and  upon  the  re- 
port, made  on  such  imperfect  evidence,  in  answer  to  the 
inquiries  directed  by  Sir  John  Leach^  no  further  direc- 
tibnir  cbuld  be  given,  and  the  case  coming  on  before  Lord 
t!M/^MJhi^'#hen  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  11th  of  Jan- 
iikthf^Vi^  ite  directed  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  part- 
ilMU^^dealings  and  transactions,  regard  being  had  to 
ilMfUbdhigt' stated  in  the  Master's  report  of  the  29ih  of 
""jfyrit^BSix  and  if  he  should  find  that  he  was  unable  to 
*tidft4fti(dh^tfCconnt,  by  reason  of  the  non-production  of 
btioKirbf  account  or  other  circumstances,  he  was  to  ascer- 
tain and  state  such  circumstances  and  to  make  a  separate 

E  e  2  report 
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surplus  capital  to  pay  the  legacies,  but  also  as  to  the 
practicability  of  realising  the  **  surplus  capital "  out  of 
the  partnership  assets.  He  did  not  intend  his  daughters 
to  rely  on  that  fund  alone  for  payment  of  the  legacies, 
for,  although  the  legacies  amounted  to  24,000/.,  and  the 
«  surplus  capital,"  as  it  was  called,  had,  on  the  3 1st  of 
December  1825,  been  stated  to  be  48,000/.,  and  is  sup- 
posed to  have  been  afterwards  increased,  nevertheless, 
after  making  the  surplus  capital  the  primary  fund  for 
payment  of  the  legacies,  the  testator  charged  his  other 
property  with  the  payment  thereof,  and  directed  secu« 
rity  to  be  given  ;  and  he  also  thought  fit  to  subject  and 
charge  his  freehold  and  other  property  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  ^'  surplus  capital "  continued  or  lent  in  the 
business. 


After  the  investigation  which  the  subject  has  under-       .^^ 

gone,  it  is  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  form  any     ^^^ ^| 
clear  notion  of  that  which  the  testator  intended  to  be   ^^^^^ 
done;  and  on  this  part  of  the  case  I  cannot  conclude  ^^f^ 
that  the  executors,   even   if  they   had   possessed  the 
power,  would  have  been  to  blame,  or  would  have  I 
come  liable  to  answer,  personally,  for  any  loss  whidrf^zh 
ensued,  merely  because  they  did  not  proceed  at  once  tc^.^  to 
realise,  by  sale  of  the  partnership  property,  such  deb^^iX^ 
as  was  due  to  the  testator  from  the  partnership  at  th»  mzMiat 
time  of  his  death.     I  do  not  think  that  they  could  hav**  ^^^^^ve 
done  so,  without  putting  a  stop  to  the  trade,  which  the;^'^»^iej 
were  expressly  directed  and  required  to  carry  on ;  an»  M^m  mi^ 
I  think  that  the  directions  to  invest  the  testator's  '^suivm^s' 
plus  capital"  are  materially  qualified,  not  only  by  ihmM^ 
directions  to  carry  on  the  trade,  but  also  by  the  direo^'v 
tion  to  secure  the  legacies  in  another  manner,  and  hd 
the  *^  surplus  capital "  being  itself  charged  on  the 
tator's  other  property. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  407 

It  appeared,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  that  there  1844. 
i^as  a  Tery  valuable  and  important  business  in  which  a 
11^  capital  was  employed,  and  which  the  executors 
ere  directed  to  concur  in  carrying  on  with  the  testator's 
jialt  sons,  until  his  minor  son  came  oF  age,  with  the 
itention,  no  doubt,  that  after  that  time,  his  three  sons 
loald  carry  on  the  business  in  partnership  together; 
nd  also  with  the  intention,  that  the  debt  due  to  him- 
elf,  which  he  called  ^*  surplus  capital,"  should  be  paid, 
nd  should  be  the  primary  fund  for  paying  the  legacies 
o  his  daughters,  for  which,  however,  he  provided  other 
acnrity. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  executors  seem  to 
lave  thought,  that  the  assets  would  be  suflBcient  to  pay 
2very  thing  thereout  payable ;  and  they  seem  only  to 
save  desired  that  the  business  might  be  carried  on  as 
the  testator  intended.  Why  were  they  to  distrust 
Henry  Barley  and  George^  the  surviving  partners  of  the 
testator,  with  whom  the  testator  himself  had  directed 
them  to  concur  in  carrying  on  the  trade  ?  Why  were 
they  to  think,  that  in  doing  the  very  thing  which  the 
testator  had  directed  them  to  do,  they  were  exposing 
bis  assets  to  hazard  ?  How  could  they  suppose,  that  in 
foUcywing  his  directions,  they  were  committing  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  exposing  themselves  to  liability  ?  But  a 
short  time  after  the  te&tator's  death,  serious  disputes 
irose  between  Henry  Barley  Wyait  and  his  brother 
S^or;^^,  the  surviving  partners;  and  Henry  Barley  Wyait, 
be  elder  brother,  denying  the  validity  of  his  father's 
'ill,  and,  in  November  1826,  causing  a  caveat  to  be 
Dtered  against  the  proof  of  it.  The  authority  of  the 
rustees  being  thus  questioned,  it  was  impossible  for 
lem  to  act  as  if  they  had  obtained  probate. 

It 
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1944.  It  was  argued,  that  tbey  oagbt  to  have  luumUf  and 

must  have  known,  that  Henry  Earletf  JVifM  bad  no  omc 
against  the  will.  I  think  it  appears  that  they  never 
had  any  serious  doubt  of  the  will  being  ultimateiy  estab- 
lished ;  but  Henry  Earley  fVyatty  in  his  answer  to  the 
bill  filed  by  the  executors  in  1829,  which  was  long  after 
the  caveat  was  withdrawn  and  the  probate  granted,  did 
not  admit  the  validity  of  the  will;  and  the  ezccotors 
being  for  a  long  time  unable  to  obtain  probate,  the 
limited  power,  which  the  will  would  have  given  them, 
to  interfere  with  the  property  and  rights  of  the  sunriv- 
ing  partners,  was  very  much  diminished.  The  disputes 
between  the  brothers  Heiiry  Earley  and  George  pro- 
ceeded to  great  length.  It  appears,  from  a  letter 
written  by  Mr.  Coote  to  Henry  Earley  in  January  18^, 
that  the  executors  took  the  part  of  George^  and  accused  ^* 

Henry  Earley  of  considerable  misconduct.  Whether  the 
accusation  was  well  founded,  or  what  defence  was  made, 
does  not  appear ;  but  it  is  plain,  that  with  such  disputes 
between  the  partners,  the  business  which  they  were  to 
carry  on  could  not  prosper,  and  with  the  knowledge 
which  has  now  been  obtained,  it  cannot  be  doubted, 
that  Mr.  Orchard  and  Mr.  RcmJey  adopted  a  very  pi 
dent  course  for  their  wives  and  families,  when,  on 
5th  of  March  1827,  they  filed  a  Inll  in  this  Court 
have  the  trusts  of  the  will  duly  executed,  and  to 
cure  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  panrtnershiK  m  Miip 
property  and  the  other  personal  estate  of  the  testatotf^i^^Mfr, 
and  to  have  the  accounts  taken. 

In  this  bill  it  was  stated,  that  after  the'^lestatorV*-«^c3)«^ 
death,  the  trade  was  carried  on  by  Henry  Emiey 
and  George  Wyatt  or  one  of  them  \  that  gnsat  dUTer-^ 
ences  and  animosities  existed  between  tHem ;  that  the]^^  ^^^ 
had  no  communication  with  each  other  on  the  affiurs  ocs^     ^^ 

th^^^ 
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tL^he  trade,  and  that  no  proper  accounts  were  kept,  and         lS4i. 
iiscondact  was  charged  against  Henry  Earley  WyaiU        ^^^!^ 


It  is  to  be  regretted,  and  by  none  so  much  as  by  the 
executors,  that  this  bill  was  not  prosecuted;  but  tlie 
executors,  and  more  especially  Mr.  Marksy  appear  to 
'■lave  been  persuaded  that  the  assets  were  amply  su£S- 
orient  for  payment  of  the  legacies,  and  that  the  trade 
anight  be  carried  on  advantageously,  if  Henry  Earley 
JVyaU  could  be  prevailed  upon  to  leave  it,  and  if  the 
l)asiness  were  not  interfered  with  by  a  receiver.     Under 
these  circumstances,  Mr.  Cootey  who  acted  as  solicitor 
/or  George  and  also  for  the  executors,  whilst  he  was 
taking  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain  probate  of  Hemy 
Wyatfs  will,  was  also  taking  steps  to  induce  Henry 
Earley  Wyatt  to  sell   his   interest  in   the  concern   to 
George^  and  also  to  induce  the  PlaintifiPs  in  Orchard  v. 
Wyati  to  dismiss  their  bill.     These  several  objects  were 
dependent  on  one  another ;  Orchard  and  lUmley  would 
not  dismiss  their  bill  till  probate  of  the  will  was  granted 
to  the  executors,  and  Henry  Earley  JVyalt  would  not 
agree  to  withdraw  his  caveat^  till  George  had  agreed  to 
purchase  his  share  in  the  concern ;  and  many  diflSculties 
arose  in  settling  the  terms  of  the  purchase.     After  very 
carefully  reading  all  the  correspondence,  and  all  the 
evidence  relating  to  the  treaty  and  negotiation,  I  see  no 
reason,  to  think,  that  the  executors  and  Mr.  Coote  on 
tbtic  behalf  did  not  act  with  perfect  bonajidesj  and  with 
the  intention  of  carrying  into  effect  the  testator's  inten- 
tion, so  far  as  they  could  after  the  disputes  arose  be- 
tween^ Henry  Earley  and  George^     It  may  have  been, 
audi  I  tbinkvit  was,  very  imprudent  to  assist  or  concur 
in  the  purchase  by  George  of  Henry  Earley   WyaU*s 
share  on  such  terms  as  were  adopted,  and  very  im- 
prudeDt  to  use  any  endeavours  to  procure  the  dismissal 
of  the  bill  in  Orchard  v.  JVyait ;  but  there  is  nothing  to 

shew, 
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1844.       shew,  that  theexecQtors  did  not  adopt  the  course  whidi 

they  sincerely  believed  to  be  beneficial  to  the  estate  of  ^<3 

the  testator.  It  seems  manifest,  that  Orchard  and  BawUy  >^ 

must,  ultimately,  have  been  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  do  c 

not  think  that  the  executors  are  liable  to  any  blame  for 
not  prosecuting  their  suit  for  probate  with  greater  activity 
than  they  did.  No  unnecessary  delay  appears  to  have 
taken  place,  until  such  progress  had  been  made  towards 
completion  of  the  purchase,  that  further  adverse  pro- 
ceedings would  only  have  occasioned  needless  expense. 

Nevertheless,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  execu- 
tors fully  or  properly  performed  their  duty.     Some  in- 
vestigation of  the  property  and  accounts  had  taken  place, 
and  the  result  of  it  was,  apparently,  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  executors,  that  the  statement  of  the  capital  of  the 
partnership,  recited  in  the  deed  of  the  81st  of  December 
1825,  was  altogether  erroneous;  that  the  plant,  stock 
and  efiects  of  the  partnership,  exclusive  of  beer  and 
malt  and  of  debts  due,  amounted  to  no  such  sum  as 
6S,00(M. ;  and  that  the  something,  which  was  called  the  j 
testator's  '*  surplus  capital,"  amounted  to  no  such  soo 
as  48,0002.     Finding  and  acknowledging  such  errors,  \ 
think  that  the  executors  ought  to  have  taken  pecaliaiv.fl^ar 
care  to  have  the  state  of  the  property  and  aflairs  of  th^M-Jhe 
partnership  accurately  ascertained,  and  ought  not  tc:^.^*  to 
have  sanctioned  the  sale  of  Henry  Barley  WjfatfsABX9rm,.mxt 
to  George f  and  to  have  done  the  other  things  providec^-^^^ 
by  the  deeds  of  January  1828,  without  first  aaoertaSnin^ning 
the  real  value  of  the  capital,  and  the  accurate  state  ot'^r^    ^^ 
the  concern  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  at  JS      -  ^^ 
the  time  of  the  intended  assignment.     They  were  madBm^^^^^ 
great  diflBculties ;  it  seems  probable  that  the  state  of  A^mkC^^"^ 
concern  was  better  known  to  Henry  Eariey  Wyait  thaii*^^^" 
it  was,  or  could  be,  to  any  other  person,  and  that  he»^^  ^ 
was  not  very  willing  to  give  information.     It  may  havi^'^^''^ 

been»^=?         y 
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been,  that,  notwithstanding  every  proper  exertion,  they  1844. 
would  not  have  been  able  to  obtain  all  the  information 
which  they  ought  to  have  had ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  if 
they  had  not  the  information  which  the  occasion  re- 
quired, they  ought  to  have  refused  to  sanction  the 
arrangement  between  Henry  Earley  and  George.  It  was 
strongly  pressed  against  the  executors,  in  argument, 
that  they  improperly  relied  on  such  information  as 
Henry  Barley  Wyait  thought  proper  to  afford  them  at  a 
meeting  held  on  the  8th  of  June  1827,  and  proceeding 
upon  that,  entered  into  an  arrangement  which  the  true 
state  of  the  assets  did  not  warrant,  and  thereby  occa- 
sioned great  loss  to  the  estate.  The  whole  extent  of  the 
reliance  which  the  executors  placed  on  Henry  'Earley 
Wyatt^  or  how  or  when  he  satisfied  them  that  he  was 
to  be  relied  on,  does  not  appear ;  but  they  admit,  that, 
from  the  representations  made  to  them  by  Henry  Earley 
V^yait  as  to  the  state  of  the  assets  of  the  partnership, 
they  were  induced  to  believe,  that,  on  the  1st  oi  January 
1828,  the  testator  had  not  any  <<  surplus  capitaP'  in  the 
trade,  or  any  sum  of  money  due  to  him  therefrom  on 
his  separate  account,  and  that  there  were  not  any  assets 
of  the  partnership  remaining,  except  his  share  and  inte- 
rest in  the  partnership  trade,  and  a  mortgage  debt  of 
6002.  due  from  Cooper. 

The  testator's  widow  died  on  the  15th  oi  April  1827. 

Probate  of  the  will  having  been  obtained  on  the  24th 
of  Hecember  \S21^  the  executors  joined  in  the  execution 
of  deeds  of  the  1st  of  January  1828,  whereby  the  part- 
nership was  dissolved  as  to  Henry  Earley  fVyatt,  and 
by  which  Henry  Earley  Wy(Ut  assigned  his  share  and 
interest  in  the  concern  to  George  H^attf  in  consideration 
of  5000^  said  to  be  then  paid,  and  the  further  sum  of 
15,000/1  agreed  to  be  paid  by  future  half-yearly  pay- 
ments 
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1844.  menu  of  500/.  each,  and  the  executors,  professing  to  do 
it  as  far  as  they  lawfully  could,  released  Henry  Earley 
Wyatt  from  all  claim  they  might  have  against  him,  in 
respect  of  any  <^  surplus  capital,''  and  also  from  any 
claim  they  might  have  against  him  as  creditors  of  the 
partnership. 

After  the  date  of  these  deeds,  the  business  was  carried 
on  by  George  Wyatt  alone.     On  the  6th  of  May  1827, 
William^  the  younger  brother,  came  of  age.     He  de- 
clined to  become  a  partner  in  the  business,  and  on  the 
15th  of  July  in  the  same  year,  a  new  bill  was  filed  by 
Bxmley  and  Orchard^  and  their  wives  and  children,  to 
have  the  estate  protected,  and  the  trusts  of  the  will  exe- 
cuted.    In  that  suit,  it  was  alleged,  that  the  executors 
bad  proved  the  will,  but  that,  in  consequence  of  various 
disputes  and  differences,  they  had  not  acted  in  the  trusts 
or  in  execution  of  the  will  of  Henry  Wyatt*     A  receiver 
was  appointed,  and  George  Wyatt  having,  with  the  ap- 
probation of  the  executors,  contracted  to  sell  the  pro- 
perty to  Messrs   Thomson^  a  reference  was  made  (a)  to   < 
the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  that  arrange-  * 
roent ;  and  ultimately  (b)  it  appeared  that  the  concern  was  « 
insolvent,  the  debts  owing  by  the  concern  amounting  to^K 
64,600/.  and  upwards,  whilst  the  assets  did  not  amounts 
to  57»400/. ;  and  thus,  the  partnership  property  tumedH 
out  to  be  wholly  unproductive  to  the  testator's  estate.^* 
George  Wyatt  and  Thomson^  not  long  afterwards,  became^ 
bankrupt  (c),  and  Henry  Earley  ff^o/^  obtained  payment^ 
of  part  only  of  the  1 5,000/.  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  him.  ^ 

The  present  bill  was  filed,  by  the  infants  interested   - 
in  the  two  legacies  of  12,000/.,  on  the  3rd  of  Jamuury  ^ 

1831; 

(fl)  Nov.  1829.  (c)  In  Dec.  1831. 

{fi)  In  March  1830. 
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1831 ;  and  the  aliegation  on  their  behalf,  which  I  have 
now  to  consider,  is,  that  the  executors,  without  their 
wilful  default,  might  have  obtained  payment  of  the  lega- 
cies of  12,0001.  out  of  the  partnership  property. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving,  that  the  executors  might, 
without  their  wilful  default,  have  obtained  payment  of 
the  two  legacies  of  12,0002.  it  should  be  established :  — 

First.  That  there  were  assets  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacies,  which  the  executors  might  have 
received. 

Secondly.  That  such  assets  were  lost,  through  the 
wilful  n^Iect  or  default  of  the  executors. 

In  this  case,  therefore,  the  first  question  is,  whether 
the  testator  had  in  the  partnership  concern,  in  the 
shape  of  ^  surplus  capital "  or  otherwise,  an  interest 
convertible  into  money  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  these 
legacies. 

Sor  John  Leach^  by  his  decree  dated  the  28th  of  April 
1859,  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  re- 
citals in  the  deed  of  the  3 1st  of  December  1825 ;  and  an 
inquiry,  what,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Henry  Wyatt^ 
^as  the  value  of  the  plant,  utensils,  implements,  horses, 
^raySf  waggons,  and  other  effinrts,  not  excluding  malt, 
lUe^  beer,  and  debts ;  and  also  what  was,  at  that  time, 
^he  amoant  of  surplus  money  due  and  owing  from  the 
Easiness,  and  belonging  to  the  testator. 

Sir  John  Leach  thought  fit  to  direct  the  inquiry  as  to 

\he  accuracy  of  the  statement  in  the  partnership  deed, 

although  hb  own  mind  appears  to  have  been  satisfied 

on  the  subject,  for  he  said,  that  no  person  looking  at 

Vol.  VII.  E  e  the 
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the  case  could  fiul  to  see,  that  the  sums  named  in  the 
deed  were  nominal  and  fictitious  sums. 

The  Master  made  his  report  on  the  89th  day  of  April 
1835 ;  he  states  that  various  books,  which,  by  the  evi- 
dence before  him,  appear  to  have  been  kept  and  used 
in  the  partnership  business,  had  not  been  produced  be- 
fore him,  —  viz.  the  cash  book,  the  bankers'  pass  book« 
the  cheque  book,  two  books  bound  in  calf,  in  which  were 
entered  the  annual  accounts  of  the  partnership  for  the 
year  preceding  the  1st  oi  January  1825«  and  two  otlier 
books,  containing  an  account  of  what  each  partner  had 
drawn  out.  And  he  finds,  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
non-production  of  the  books,  he  is  unable  to  state  what, 
on  the  1st  oi  January  1825,  was  the  value  of  the  plant 
and  other  articles,  which  in  the  deed  of  the  Slat  of 
December  1825  was  stated  to  amount  to  the  sum  of 
63,626/.  4^.  \d.  But  he  found,  that,  on  the  1st  oi  Jan- 
uary 1825,  there  was  due  from  the  partnership  to  Henry 
Wyatt  48,915/.  5s.  lOd.,  and  to  Henry  EarUy  fVyaU 
3129/.  165.  lOd.y  which  sums  were  considered  as  surplus 
capital ;  but  that  they  did  not  consist  of  monies  or  sur-  ^^-^ 
plus  capital  over  and  above  what  was  employe^  in  the    ^9»  o 

trade.    That  13,000/.,  part  of  52,045/.  2s.  %d.  the  aggre ^a& 

gate  of  the  two  sums  owing  to  the  partners,  represented  Kj^xI 
improvements  made  to  the  stock  since  the  1st  of  Janwtry^^^ 
1817,  and  the  residue,  about  39,000/.,  represented  th^ 
property  of  the  partnership  of  Wya^tAuA  Son,  exc^lusively — 
of  the  plant  and  other  things,  and  except  .the  improve- 
ments, but  in  the  absence  of  the  books  in  wbi^.  4)ie 
accounts  were  entered,  and  of  the  other  books,, b(efore 
referred  to,  and  save  as  in  his  report  set  forthf  the 
Master  was  unable  to  state  the  particulars  of  tbe.^um  of 
13,000/.,  or,  except  as  in  bis  report  mentioned,  bow  (be 
several  sums  of  48,915/.  Ss.  lOd.  and  3129/.  16s.  were 
made  up,  or  what  was  the  amount  of  surplus  money  due 

and 
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and  owing  from  the  business  to  the  said  Henry  Wyatt  1844. 
and  Henry  Earley  JVyatt  on  the  1st  of  January  1825. 
The  Master  further  finds  what  was  the  value  of  the 
plant  and  other  things  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 
No  evidence  had  been  laid  before  him  as  to  the  quantity 
or  value  of  the  malt,  hops,  and  corn  on  the  premises  at 
that  time ;  but  he  finds  the  value  of  several  other  par- 
ticulars, amounting  in  the  whole  to  70,208/.,  subject  to 
a  debt  of  8000/.  owing  to  the  bankers ;  and  that  there 
was  owing  to  Henry  Wyatt  from  the  concern  a  sum  of 
57,829/.  95.  .8^. ;  and  that  the  property  liable  to  pay  the 
same  was,  in  the  first  instance,  subject  to  the  debts 
owing  from  the  partnership,  but  that,  from  the  non« 
production  of  the  books,  he  was  unable  to  state,  save  as 
aforesaid,  what  was  the  amount  of  surplus  money  at 
that  time  due  and  owing  from  the  business  and  belong- 
ing to  Henry  Wyatt. 

Considering  that  the  testator's  assets  were  to  be  deter* 
mined  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  the  state  of  the 
partnership  at  a  prior  time  could  only  be  material  as 
affording  a  period  and  a  state  of  accounts  from  which  a 
sabseqaent  account  could  be  taken,  the  directions  con* 
tallied  in  the  decree  were  imperfect;  and  upon  the  re- 
port, made  on  such  imperfect  evidence,  in  answer  to  the 
inqtriries  directed  by  Sir  John  Leachj  no  further  direc- 
t^s  could  be  given,  and  the  case  coming  on  before  Lord 
eU/irMtofff,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  11th  of  Jan- 
Udh/'i^ie,  h%  dhrected  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the  part- 
ikifnAi}^^ 'dealings  and  transactions,  regard  being  had  to 
tlkflilid^tt^' stated  in  the  Master's  report  of  the  29lb  of 
April  1885 ;  and  if  he  should  find  that  he  was  unable  to 
tldtii^ifoth' account,  by  reason  of  the  non*production  of 
bbokft  of  account  or  other  circumstances,  he  was  to  ascer- 
tain and  state  such  circumstances  and  to  make  a  separate 

E  e  2  report 
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1844.  report  thereof  (a);  and  thereupon  the  parties  were  to 
be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  such  further 
order  as  should  be  necessary,  and  the  usual  accounts 
were  directed  to  be  taken  of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
debts,  and  legacies,  and  the  Master  was  to  inquire  as  to 
the  real  estate. 

In  his  judgment,  on  making  this  order,  Lord  Cotteiir 
ham  noticed,  that  the  Plaintiff  were  claiming  their  lega- 
cies out  of  a  specified  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  aad 
could  not  be  in  a  better  situation  than  a  legatee  of  such 
specific  part  would  be,  and  that  no  specific  legatee 
could  recover  the  thing  bequeathed,  without  proving 
the  existence  of  the  thing  bequeathed,  and  that  it  was 
not  wanted  to  satisfy  prior  charges. 

The  Master  made  a  separate  report,  dated  the  IStb 
oi  June  1837,  and  thereby  found,  from  such  evidence  as 
was  before  him,  that  hops  belonging  to  the  brewery  bnsi* 
ness  at  the  testator's  death  were,  according  to  one  esti- 
mate, of  the  value  of  7993^  15^.,  and,  according  to  another 
estimate,  of  the  value  of  4893^  15^.,  and  that,  besides  the 
book  debts  owing  to  the  bankers,  the  partnership  was 
indebted  to  other  persons  to  the  amount  of  17,4632.  (i); 
and  he  expressed  his  opinion  to  be,  that,  by  reason  of 
the  non-production  of  the  books  of  account  therein  men- 
tioned and  the  circumstances  therein  contained,  he  cooU 
not  take  the  account  of  the  partnership  dealings  and 
transactions  by  the  order  directed  to  be  takec^  furdior 
than  before  mentbned,  and  that  he  had  no  means  whatr 
ever  of  taking  any  account  as  between  the  individual 
partners  in  the  business.  .4., 

ExpqiUf^ 

{a)  See  Turner  v.  Comty^  5  stock  of  malt  on  thbprteiiMpirt 
Btaean^  515.  the  death  of  the  testator  wai 

(6)  He  also  found   that  the     worth  13^015^  is#. 
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Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  separate  report,  and        1?^' 
the  Master  made  hb  general  report  on  the  1st  of  May 
1838,  and  the  cause  came  before  me  on  the  exceptions 
and  for  further  directions.     The  exceptions  were  over- 
ruled, and  on  the  9th  of  May  18S9  it  was   referred 
back  to  the  Master  to  make  the  inquiries  which  I  have 
before  particularly  mentioned,  (a) 

Thb  order  was  reheard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
"^^ho  confirmed  it  (6),  and,  in  pursuance  thereof,  the 
^IVf  aster  made  his  report  of  the  16th  oi  December  1848, 
"^nrbich  is  now  under  consideration. 

The  general  result  of  the  Master's  report  is,  that  at 
"fche  time  of  the  testator's  death  the  partnership  assets 
^^9vere  of  the  value  of  89,961/. ;  that  the  debts  owing  from 
^fche  firm  to  strangers  amounted  to  89,748/.,  leaving  a 
surplus  of  somewhat  more  than  50,000/. ;  that  the  firm 
'^%WBS  indebted  to  the  testator  in  more  than  57,000/. :  and 
*^lie  Master  has  concluded,  that  the  executors  might, 
^^ritboat  their  wilful  default,  have  obtained  out  of  the 
^issets,  and  for  the  testator's  estate,  a  sufficient  sum  to 
^>ay  the  two  legacies  of  1S,000/.  each,  or  might  have 
obtained  security  for  them. 

It  is  obvKHis  that  the  Master,  although  he  has  used 
'^he  litMost  diligence,  has  not  been  able  to  obtain  results 
"^sadsfiMorffy  shewing  the  state  of  the  assets  and  liabili- 
«i^  oiF  tlife  firm.  Having  used  his  best  endeavours  to 
^btkinaecvrate  results,  he  states,  in  hb  difierent  reports, 
"^iHrtjI^i^  as 'he  has  done,  he  is  unable,  in  consequence 
<^f  the  non-appearance  of  the  books  relating  to  the  part- 
"^^^^MiSp/tk  state  the  property  and  effects  of  the  partner- 
^ship  exiitiiig  at  the  testator's  death,  or  by  whom  they 

were 

(a)  AnU:^  p.  596.  (61  4  Myl.  i  Cr.  554. 
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1844.  were  received  or  applied,  or  what  parts  thereof  were 
outstanding.  After  all  the  trouble  which  haa  been 
taken,  and  all  the  expense  incurred,  it  is,  at  this  time^ 
more  a  matter  oF  conjecture  than  of  proof  what  the 
assets  and  liabilities  were. 

The  accounts  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  of  the 
partnership  have  not  been,  and  cannot  be,  accurately 
taken.     No  account  has  been  taken  between  the  indi- 
vidual partners.     It  does  not  appear  what  would  pro- 
bably have  been  produced  by  a  sale  of  the  plant  and  j 
stock,  on  breaking  up  the  business  shortly  after  the  te»-             ^ 
tator's  death.     The  value  of  the  malt,  though  stated  in            ^. 
a  report  which  has  been  confirmed,  (loes  not  rest  on           .^^ 
proof  which  can  be  called  satbfactory.     The  value  of        ^,f 
the  hops,  as  stated  in  this  report,  is  not  satisfactorily         -^ 
proved ;  and  the  amount  of  debts,  in  the  first  report        ^^M^t 
stated  to  be  8000/.  and  upwards,  in  the  second  report       zMt 
stated  to  be  25,463/.,  and  in  the  present  report  stated       *^ 
to  be  39,748/.,  cannot  be  considered  as  accurately  ascer^     — — ^ 
tained.     It  may  possibly  be,  that  an  accurate  statement    ^^MaI 
of  the  accounts  and  liabilities  would  not  so  alter  the  pre-          S' 
sent  apparent  state  of  tlie  assets  as  to  shew,  that  after  ^ri^r 
payment  of  the  debts,  there  would  not  have  been  a  sur- 
plus  belonging  to  the  partners  of  such  amount,  that  the 
testator's  share  of  it  would  have  been  sufficient  to  pay^ 
these  two  legacies ;  but  this  is  not  and  cannot  be  proved* 
because  no  complete  and  accurate  account  can  be  take 
The  assets,  as  stated  by  the  Master,  comprise  debts  due  - 
to  the  testator  and  his  partner  Henry  Earley  Wjfatt^  and 
debts  due  to  the  testator  and  his  two  sons  as  partners. 
What  was  due  and  payable  to  the  testator  from  either 
of  the  partners  does  not  appear.     Some  portions  of  the 
several  debts  have  not  been  received ;  and  it  does  not 
appear,  whether,  by  any  exertion,  the  unreceived  debts 
could  have  been  collected ;  neither  does  it  appear,  whe- 
ther 
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tber  all  the  debts  which  were  in  fact  received  could  have 
been  collected,  if  the  business  had  been  suddenly  put  an 
end  to;  and  we  do  not  know  what  was  the  true  amount 
of  the  demands  upon  the  concern. 

To  what  extent  the  results  obtained  by  the  Master 
are  erroneous,  in  consequence  of  the  imperfect  and  un- 
satisfactory evidence  before  him,  it  is  impossible  to  say; 
but  I  cannot  affirm,  or  even  think  it  probable,  that  the 
results  are  accurate,  or  approaching  to  accuracy.  With 
results,  which,  as  it  seems  to  me,  must  be  to  some,  and 
even  a  very  considerable  extent,  erroneous,  and  without 
liaving  any  means  of  obtaining  results  which  can  be 
lulled  on  as  accurate,  or  of  shewing  the  extent  of  the 
errors  occasioned  by  the  non-production  of  books  and 
accoants,  can  I  say  that  the  executors  are  answerable 
mM  if  the  results  were  ascertained ^to  be  accurate? 

Every  successive  investigation  has  resulted  in  an  ap- 
parent increase  of  assets,  but  also  in  an  apparent  de- 
crease of  surplus  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
due  to  the  partners.     None  of  the  results  are  or  caii  be 
considered  as  accurate,  but  such  as  they  are  (and  the 
Master  could  not  do  better,  nor  are  better  results  likely 
to  be  ever  attained),  in  round  numbers,  the  first  re- 
port (tf)  shewed  assets  70,000/.,  ascertained  debts  8000/L 
and  upwards,  leaving  a  surplus  of  about  62,000/.     The 
second  report  {b)   shewed  assets  83,000/.,  ascertained 
debts  25,000/.,  leaving  a  surplus  of  58,000/i ;  and  the  last 
report  shews  assets  89,000/.,  ascertained  debts  39,000/., 
leaving  a  surplus  of  50,000/. ;  the  principal  items,  in  all 
the  reports,  resting  on  most  imperfect  evidence.     Is  it 
possible  to  treat  this  last  result  as  if  it  were  accurate,  to 
charge  the  executors  personally,  as  if  it  were  proved  to 

be 

(«}  iMe,  403.  (6)  Anii,  405. 
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16M.  be  so?  Such  a  proceeding  woald,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
be  inflicting  an  arbitrary  penalty  upon  the  executors, 
instead  of  charging  them  with  ascertained  assets,  which* 
without  a  breach  of  trust,  they  might  have  received. 

I  am,  as  I  have  before  stated,  far  from  stating  that  the 
'  executors  fully  performed  their  duty ;  they  were,  I 
think,  greatly  mistaken  in  using  endeavours,  which  un- 
fortunately succeeded,  to  stop  the  suit  which  was  com- 
menced, for  the  security  of  the  legatees;  greatly  mis- 
taken in  dealing  with  the  property  without  having  an 
accurate  account  of  it  taken,  and  greatly  mistaken  in 
^Lecuting  a  release  to  Henry  Earley  Wyaltj  in  the  manner 
they  did ;  but,  in  a  case  where  it  is  not  proved  by  any 
aatisfectory  evidence  that  the  most  active  diligence  could 
have  obtained  payment  of  these  l^acies  out  of  the  part- 
nership properly,  I  feel  an  insuperable  difficulty  in 
saying,  that  the  executors  might,  without  their  wUfbl 
default,  have  received  them.  The  Master,  indeed,  has 
not  found  absolutely,  that  the  Defendants  might  have 
possessed  themselves,  out  of  the  partnership  property 
and  for  the  testator's  estate,  of  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the 
legacies,  but  he  proceeds,  in  continuation  of  the  same 
sentence,  as  follows :  ^<  or  they  might,  with  due  diligence 
and  without  their  wilful  default,  have  secured,  out  of 
such  property  and  for  the  testator's  estate,  a  sum  suffi« 
cient  for  the  payment  of  the  said  legacies."  Consider- 
ing that  a  caveat  had  been  entered  against  the  probate 
of  the  will,  and  that  the  surviving  partook  had  a  legd 
right  to  possess  themselves  of  the  partnership  assets^ 
and  to  collect  the  debts,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  exeoo* 
tors,  who  could  not  prove  the  wiU  till  a  subsequent  time^ 
could  only  have  secured  the  partnership  assets,  and  th^ 
payment  of  the  l^acies  out  of  the  testator's  interest  ki 
them,  by  filing  a  bill  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  or  by  avail- 
ing themselves  of  the  bill  already  filed  by  the  l^atees. 

I  think 
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I  think  that  the  executors  (who  were  trustees  of  the  184-4. 
legacies)  might,  by  a  bill  of  their  own,  have  obtained 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  Acting  in  concurrence 
with  the  legatees,  a  receiver  might  have  been  appointed 
in  their  suit,  and  it  would  have  been  much  better  if  such 
a  course  bad  been  adopted ;  but  were  the  circumstances, 
as  they  were  then  known,  such,  as  to  make  it  the  im- 
perative duty  of  the  executors  to  adopt  it? 

Considering  the  statement  which  the  partners  had 
made  of  their  capital  in  their  partnership  deed,  there 
seemed  to  be  sufficient  reason  to  believe  that  the  con* 
cem  was  prosperous,  and  might  pay  what  was  due  from 
it  to  the  testator.     If  this  were  an  error,  as  it  probably 
was,  it  was  occasioned  by  the  testator  himself;  but  there 
seemed  to  be  nothing  but  the  conduct  imputed,  truly 
or  erroneously,  to  Henry  Earley  WycUt^  to  prevent  the 
Ibtare  prosperity  of  the  trade,  which  the  testator  had 
expressly  directed  them  to  carry  on,  and  it  was  clear, 
that  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  if  it  did  not  put 
ma  end  to  the  trade  altogether,  would  very  greatly  in- 
jure it     The  executors,  by  filing  a  bill  or  concurring  in 
tiie  appointment  of  a  receiver,  would,  at  once,  have 
:««l]eTed  themselves  from  all  further  responsibility ;  but, 
fin  the  circumstances  in  which  they  were  placed,  I  can- 
^ot  flay  that  their  abstaining  from  filing  a  bill  was  such 
<^iwilftil  neglect  as  would  make  them  personally  answer- 
^Uci  Ibr  something  which  might  have  been  recovered  by 
%b9  aoit,  and  which,  in  the  absence  of  the  suit,  was  lost ; 
«^od  bow  ii  it  possible  to  ascertain  what  might  have  been 
^F^eooTered  in.  the  anit?     Who  can  venture  to  affirm  that 
%^i  tfast  anitr  i£  <ktly  prosecuted,  24^000/.  might  have 
faeenj.oecasfirad  for  the  testator's  estate  out  of  this  con- 
CMm^ofifwhichBO'little is  accurately  known? 

The 
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1844. 


Tbe  executors  were  traders  dealing  with  the  ooncera, 
and  were  creditors  of  it,  and  it  was  argued,  that  they 
had  a  strong  personal  interest  in  the  business  being 
carried  on.  They  might  have  had,  perhaps  had,  some 
interest  of  that  kind  ;  but  they  did  not  interfere  in  the 
conduct  of  the  trade,  and  there  is  really  nothing  to  shew 
that  any  such  personal  interest  influenced  their  conduct 
I'he  mere  existence,  or  probable  existence,  of  such  an 
interest  naturally  excites  suspicion ;  but  in  courts  of 
justice  suspicion  must  not  be  permitted  to  usurp  the 
place  of  CTidence  and  established  truth. 


And  it  was  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the  executors 
having  paid,  or  consented  to  the  payment  of  interest  on 
the  legacies  (a),  ought  to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets 
for  payment  of  the  legacies;  but  such  a  conclusion 
would  be  wholly  at  variance  with  all  that  has  been  done 
in  these  causes.  If  the  Court  had  considered  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  executors  were 
to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets  to  pay  the  legacies, 
all  the  investigations  which  have  been  made  would  (so 
far  as  the  legacies  are  concerned)  have  been  wholly 
unnecessary.  And  having  regard  to  all  the  other  cir- 
cumstances which  I  have  stated,  I  am  unable  to  con- 
clude that  the  executors  could,  without  their  wilful  de- 
fault, have  secured,  out  of  the  partnership  property  for 
the  testator's  estate,  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  legacies. 


Being  of  this  opinion,  I  must  allow  the  two  first  ex- 
ceptions ;  but  the  evidence  is  not  such  as  to  enable  ttse 
to  allow  the  third.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  b^ 
satisfactorily  made  out,  that  there  were  partnership  vcsstlts 
out  of  which  the  legacies  could  have  been  recovered  or 
secured  ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  satisfactorily  made 

out, 
(a)  Down  to  the  18th  of  April  1829. 
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out,  that  the  assets  were  such  as  to  make  it  impracticable  1844. 
for  the  executors  to  obtain  payment  of  the  legacies.  I 
cannot  affirm  either  one  or  the  other,  —  either  the  pro- 
position in  the  report  that  the  executors  might  have 
obtained  the  legacies,  or  the  proposition  in  the  third 
exception,  that  they  could  not. 

The  parties  have,  I  think,  on  both  sides  properly 
considered  that  the  other  exceptions  are  not  very  mate* 
rial  to  be  considered ;  but  I  have  examined  them,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that,  except  the  fourth,  they  must  all 
of  them  be  overruled.  I  do  not  at  present  consider 
whether  any  hope  can  be  entertained  of  obtaining  fur- 
ther information  upon  further  inquiry,  or  whether  any 
of  the  parties  may  or  may  not  be  entitled  to  any  further 
inquiry,  if  they  desire  it.  Those  questions  may  be  con- 
sidered on  further  directions  ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence,  as  it  stands,  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
the  finding  as  to  the. hops,  which  are  the  subject  of  the 
fourth  exception ;  and,  attending  to  the  inquiries  upon 
which  the  Master  proceeded,  to  the  directions  given, 
and  to  the  evidence  obtained,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Master  was  perfectly  right,  in  the  regard  which  he  had 
to  his  former  findings.  He  was  well  aware  of  the  im- 
perfect nature  of  the  evidence  on  which  tliose  findings 
rested  ;  and  he  has  admitted  evidence  to  prove  them  to 
be  erroneous,  and  has  either  corrected  them,  or  retained 
them,  as  upon  the  evidence  appeared  to  him  to  be 
proper ;  and  in  this  respect  I  think  that  he  proceeded 
correctly,  and  has  come  to  right  conclusions.  On  this 
ground,  I  overrule  all  the  exceptions  from  the  5th  to 
the  12th,  both  of  them  included. 

Upon  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  execu- 
tors did  leave  the  surviving  partners  in  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  partnership  property,  and  that  they 

did 
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1844.  ^         The  executors  were  traders  dealing  with  the  ( 

and  were  creditors  of  it,  and  it  was  argued,  that  tla^^.   ^y 
had  a  strong  personal  interest  in  the  business  beBi  -^g 
carried  on.     They  might  have  had,  perhaps  bad,  sa  .^r-zsie 
interest  of  that  kind  ;  but  they  did  not  interfere  in  -^  Mie 
conduct  of  the  trade,  and  there  is  really  nothing  to  ti^m     ^w 
that  any  such  personal  interest  influenced  their  condu^=rt 
I'he  mere  existence,  or  probable  existence,  of  such    ^^^" 


interest  naturally  excites  suspicion;  but  in  courts  ^^^ 
justice  suspicion  must  not  be  permitted  to  usurp  tlr^^^^^ 
place  of  evidence  and  established  truth. 

And  it  was  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the  executors^    ^^ 
having  paid,  or  consented  to  the  payment  of  interest  oo  ^^ 
the  legacies  (a),  ought  to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets   ^^  " 
for  payment  of  the  legacies;   but  such  a  condusion     ^^ 
would  be  wholly  at  variance  with  all  that  has  been  done    ^•^^ 
in  these  causes.     If  the  Court  had  considered   that,    «^^^ 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  executors  were   -2^  ** 
to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets  to  pay  the  legades,   ^^^^ 
all  the  investigations  which  have  been  made  would  (so  ^J^^o 
far  as  the  legacies  are  concerned)  have  been  wholly  *^^^'j 
unnecessary.     And  having  regard  to  all  tlie  other  dr— '■^■'- 
cumstances  which  I  have  stated,  I  am  unable  to 
elude  that  the  executors  could,  without  their  wilful 
fault,  have  secured,  out  of  the  partnership  property  fon^^ ' 
the  testator's  estate,  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  legades*.^ 

Being  of  this  opinion,  I  must  allow  the  two  first  ex——' 
ceptions ;  but  the  evidence  is  not  such  as  to  enable 
to  allow  the  third.     It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  b^ 
sotisfactorily  made  out,  that  there  were  partnership  tiksets 
out  of  which  the  legacies  could  have  been  recovered  or 
secured ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  satisfactorily  nade 

out, 
{a)  Down  to  the  18th  of  April  1829. 
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The  executors  were  traders  dealing  with  the  concern, 
and  were  creditors  oF  it,  and  it  was  argued,  that  they 
had  a  strong  personal  interest  in  the  business  being 
carried  on.  They  might  have  had,  perhaps  had,  some 
interest  of  that  kind  ;  but  they  did  not  interfere  in  the 
conduct  of  the  trade,  and  there  is  really  nothing  to  shew 
that  any  such  personal  interest  influenced  their  conduct 
I'he  mere  existence,  or  probable  existence,  of  such  an 
interest  naturally  excites  suspicion ;  but  in  courts  of 
justice  suspicion  must  not  be  permitted  to  usurp  the 
place  of  evidence  and  established  truth. 

And  it  was  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the  executors 
having  paid,  or  consented  to  the  payment  of  interest  on 
the  legacies  (a),  ought  to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets 
for  payment  of  the  legacies;  but  such  a  conclusion 
would  be  wholly  at  variance  with  all  that  has  been  done 
in  these  causes.  If  the  Court  had  considered  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  executors  were 
to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets  to  pay  the  legacies, 
all  the  investigations  which  have  been  made  would  (so 
far  as  the  legacies  are  concerned)  have  been  wholly 
unnecessary.  And  having  regard  to  all  the  other  cir- 
cumstances which  I  have  stated,  I  am  unable  to  con- 
clude that  the  executors  could,  without  their  wilful  de- 
fault, have  secured,  out  of  the  partnership  property  for 
the  testator's  estate,  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  legacies. 

Being  of  this  opinion,  I  must  allow  the  two  first  ex- 
ceptions ;  but  the  evidence  is  not  such  as  to  enable  me 
to  allow  the  third.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
satisfactorily  made  out,  that  there  were  partnership  assets 
out  of  which  the  legacies  could  have  been  recovered  or 
secured ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  satisfactorily  nade 

out, 
(a)  Down  to  the  18th  of  April  1829. 
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out,  that  the  assets  were  such  as  to  make  it  impracticable  1844. 
for  the  executors  to  obtain  payment  of  the  legacies.  I 
cannot  affirm  either  one  or  the  other,  —  either  the  pro- 
position in  the  report  that  the  executors  might  have 
obtained  the  legacies,  or  the  proposition  in  the  third 
exception,  that  they  could  not. 

The  parties  have,  I  tliink,  on  both  sides  properly 
considered  that  the  other  exceptions  are  not  very  mate- 
rial to  be  considered ;  but  I  have  examined  them,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that,  except  the  fourth,  they  must  all 
of  them  be  overruled.  I  do  not  at  present  consider 
whether  any  hope  can  be  entertained  of  obtaining  fur- 
ther information  upon  further  inquiry,  or  whether  any 
of  the  parties  may  or  may  not  be  entitled  to  any  further 
inquiry,  if  they  desire  it.  Those  questions  may  be  con- 
sidered on  further  directions ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence,  as  it  stands,  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
the  finding  as  to  the. hops,  which  are  the  subject  of  the 
fourth  exception ;  and,  attending  to  the  inquiries  upon 
which  the  Master  proceeded,  to  the  directions  given, 
and  to  the  evidence  obtained,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Master  was  perfectly  right,  in  the  regard  which  he  had 
to  his  former  findings.  He  was  well  aware  of  the  im- 
perfect nature  of  the  evidence  on  which  those  findings 
rested  ;  and  he  has  admitted  evidence  to  prove  them  to 
be  erroneous,  and  has  either  corrected  them,  or  retained 
them,  as  upon  the  evidence  appeared  to  him  to  be 
proper ;  and  in  this  respect  I  think  that  he  proceeded 
correctly,  and  has  come  to  right  conclusions.  On  this 
ground,  I  overrule  all  the  exceptions  from  the  5th  to 
the  12th,  both  of  them  included. 

Upon  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  execu- 
tors did  leave  the  surviving  partners  in  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  partnership  property,  and  that  they 

did 
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1844.  did  so  ikr  consent  to  and  encourage  the  business  being 
carried  on  by  the  snrviving  partners,  that  although  they 
did  not  take  any  active  part  in  carrying  on  the  trade, 
it  may  be  properly  said,  the  business  was  carried  on  by 
the  surviving  partners  with  their  concurrence ;  and  for 
these  reasons,  and  because  there  was  no  direction  to 
ascertain  the  state  of  the  assets  on  the  1st  of  Januanf  ^ 
1825,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  ^ 
fifteenth,  and  nineteenth  exceptions  must  be  disallowed.. 

The  findings  of  the  Master  upon  subjects  of  the  six-  — 
teenth,  seventeenth,  and  eighteenth  exceptions,  appear  -v 
to  me  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  evidence ;  and  thcgi^ 
exceptions  must,  for  that  reason,  be  overruled.  I  thinkaj^ 
that  Mr.  Coate  was  acting  for  the  executors  as  well 
for  George  Wyatt  during  the  negotiation. 

The  twentieth  exception  relates  to  the  real  estate,  an 
was  not  argued,  [a) 

s  (a)  This  exception  was  subse-      see  /m«/.     An  appeftl    to 
quently  ai^ed,  and  the  further      House    of   Lords    is    howcf^ 
directions  and  costs  disposed  of;      pending. 
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TITLEY  V.  WOLSTENHOLME. 

^HE  question  in  this  cause  related  to  the  validity,  Atesutorde- 
in  equity,  of  a  devise  made  by  a  surviving  trustee  personal 

oiF"    the  trust  estates,  having  rec^ard  to  the  particular  ex-  estate,  on  ccr- 

j.     7        .11  .         1  1         L     taintrasts, 

^ac^issions  used  in  the  will  creating  the  trust,  and  to  the  ^hich,  as  the  ] 

fa-^^t,  that  no  express  power  of  appointing  new  trustees  ^"Ilf^the 
'%^xms  thereby  given.  The  circumstances  which  gave  rise  tenator  in- 
to   the  question  are  as  follows:—  So^i^by 

his  trustees 

-Richard  Tttley,  the  testator,  by  his  will  .dated  in  the'sumvore 
^^^3,  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  ®"^  f"'"^^^^'^* 
^^^^te  to  his  wife,  his  son  Richard^  and  Robert  Tebbuiif  heirs  and  as- 

*«  their   signs,  or  by 

^"         the  executors 

^Jf  ^^ministraton,  of  the  survivor.    The  v?ill  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new 

•  A**^^«s.     The  surviving  trustee  devised  and  bequeathed  the  trust  est  ates  and  powers 

^  -*•-,  B^  and  C,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  first  will :  HeW,  that  this  devise  and  the 

*^^J^i.nlment  of  A.,  A,  and  C.  as  trustees,  were  valid. 
qP  ^^hcre  a  trust  «tate  is  limited  to  several  trustees,  and  the  survivK)rs  and  survivor 
,^^1  t-Hein,  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor  of  ihcm,  the  survi  ving  tnistet  ?  does  not  com- 
1^  ^  *»  breach  of  trust  by  not  permitting  the  trust  estate  to  descend ,  or  by  devising 
^=^5^  proper  persons,  on  the  trusts  to  which  it  was  siibje  :t  in  the  hs  nds  of  the  sur- 
^  1  Hg  trustee.    Semhiff. 

Vol.  Vir.  Ff 

i 


4M  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

184*4.  The  executors  were  traders  dealing  with  the  concern, 

and  were  creditors  of  it,  and  it  was  argued,  that  they 
had  a  strong  personal  interest  in  the  business  being 
carried  on.  They  might  have  had,  perhaps  had,  some 
interest  of  that  kind  ;  but  they  did  not  interfere  in  the 
conduct  of  the  trade,  and  there  is  really  nothing  to  shew 
that  any  such  personal  interest  influenced  their  conduct. 
The  mere  existence,  or  probable  existence,  of  such  an 
interest  naturally  excites  suspicion ;  but  in  courts  of 
justice  suspicion  must  not  be  permitted  to  usurp  the 
place  of  evidence  and  established  truth. 

And  it  was  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the  executors 
having  paid,  or  consented  to  the  payment  of  interest  on 
the  legacies  (a),  ought  to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets 
for  payment  of  the  legacies;  but  such  a  conclusion 
would  be  wholly  at  variance  with  all  that  has  been  done 
in  these  causes.  If  the  Court  had  considered  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  executors  were 
to  be  held  to  have  admitted  assets  to  pay  the  legacies, 
all  the  investigations  which  have  been  ma^e  would  (so 
far  as  the  legacies  are  concerned)  have  been  wholly 
unnecessary.  And  having  regard  to  all  the  other  cir- 
cumstances which  I  have  stated,  I  am  unable  to  con- 
clude that  the  executors  could,  without  their  wilful  de- 
fault, have  secured,  out  of  the  partnership  property  for 
the  testator's  estate,  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  legacies. 

Being  of  this  opinion,  I  must  allow  the  two  first  ex- 
ceptions ;  but  the  evidence  is  not  such  as  to  enable  tin 
to  allow  the  third.  It  does  not  appear  to  roe  to  b^ 
satisfactorily  made  out,  that  there  were  partnership  assets 
out  of  which  the  legacies  could  have  been  recovered  or 
secured  ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  satisfactorily  made 

out, 
(a)  Down  to  the  18th  of  April  1829. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  4SS 

out,  that  the  assets  were  such  as  to  make  it  impracticable  1844. 
for  the  executors  to  obtain  payment  of  the  legacies.  I 
cannot  affirm  either  one  or  the  other,  —  either  the  pro* 
position  in  the  report  that  the  executors  might  have 
obtained  the  legacies,  or  the  proposition  in  the  third 
exception,  that  they  could  not. 

The  parties  have,  I  think,  on  both  sides  properly 
considered  that  the  other  exceptions  are  not  very  mate- 
rial to  be  considered ;  but  I  have  examined  them,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that,  except  the  fourth,  they  must  all 
of  them  be  overruled.  I  do  not  at  present  consider 
whether  any  hope  can  be  entertained  of  obtaining  fur- 
ther information  upon  further  inquiry,  or  whether  any 
of  the  parties  may  or  may  not  be  entided  to  any  further 
inquiry,  if  they  desire  it.  Those  questions  may  be  con- 
sidered on  further  directions ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence,  as  it  stands,  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
the  finding  as  to  the. hops,  which  are  the  subject  of  the 
fourth  ex^ception ;  and,  attending  to  the  inquiries  upon 
which  the  Master  proceeded,  to  the  directions  given, 
and  to  the  evidence  obtained,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Master  was  perfectly  right,  in  the  regard  which  he  had 
to  his  former  findings.  He  was  well  aware  of  the  im- 
perfect nature  of  the  evidence  on  which  those  findings 
rested  ;  and  he  has  admitted  evidence  to  prove  them  to 
be  erroneous,  and  has  either  corrected  them,  or  retained 
them,  as  upon  the  evidence  appeared  to  him  to  be 
proper ;  and  in  this  respect  I  think  that  he  proceeded 
correctly,  and  has  come  to  right  conclusions.  On  this 
ground,  I  overrule  all  the  exceptions  from  the  5th  to 
the  12th,  both  of  them  included. 

Upon  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  execu- 
tors did  leave  the  surviving  partners  in  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  partnership  property,  and  that  they 

did 
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did  so  ikr  consent  to  and  encourage  the  business  beir 
carried  on  by  the  surviving  partners,  that  although  the 
did  not  take  any  active  part  in  carrying  on  the  trad- 
it  may  be  properly  said,  the  business  was  carried  on 
the  surviving  partners  with  their  concurrence ;  and  ft 
these  reasons,  and  because  there  was  no  direction 
ascertain  the  state  of  the  assets  on  the  1st  of  Jb: 
1825,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  thirteenth,  fourteent;:^ 
fifteenth,  and  nineteenth  exceptions  must  be  disallowi 


The  findings  of  the  Master  upon  subjects  of  the  s^^^^, 
teenth,  seventeenth,  and  eighteenth  exceptions,  app^t^^. 
to  me  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  evidence ;  and  tbe 
exceptions  must,  for  that  reason,  be  overruled.     I  thinir 
that  Mr.  Cooie  was  acting  for  the  executors  as  well   as 
for  George  Wyatt  during  the  negotiation. 


The  twentieth  exception  relates  to  the  real  estate, 
was  not  argued,  (a) 


and 


.  (a)  This  exception  was  subse-      see  po»t.     An  appeal 
quently  ai^ed,  and  the  further      House    of   Lords    is 
directions  and  costs  disposed  of ;      pending. 
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TITLEY  V.  WOLSTENHOLME. 

'HE  question  in  this  cause  related  to  the  validity,  Atestotorde- 
in  equity,  of  a  devise  made  by  a  surviving  trustee  peiJ^nal 

lie  trust  estates,  having  re£:ard  to  the  particular  ex-  estate,  on  ccr- 

...         .„  .         1  ,         .       taintrasts, 

ssions  used  in  the  will  creating  the  trust,  and  to  the  ^hich,  as  the  ] 

,  that  no  express  power  of  appointing  new  trustees  ^""^j^^JlT 
i  thereby  given.  The  circumstances  which  gave  rise  tenator  in- 
he  question  are  as  follows :  —  Soi^^by 

his  trustees 
Richard  Titley,  the  testator,   by   his   will  .dated  in   the^sumvors  ; 
28,  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  ®"^  f""^^^^^*"* 
ite  to  his  wife,  his  son  Richard^  and  Robert  Tebbutt^  heirs  and  as- 

"  their  signs,  or  by 
the  executors 
dministrators,  of  the  survivor.  The  will  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new 
^ecs.  The  surviving  trustee  devised  and  bequeathed  the  trust  est  ates  and  powers 
^,  A,  and  C,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  first  will:  Held,  that  this  devise  and  the 
ointment  of  A,y  B,^  and  C  as  trustees,  were  valid. 

'^cre  a  trust  instate  is  limited  to  several  trustees,  and  the  surviv^ors  and  survivor 
»eni,  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor  of  ibem,  the  survi  ving  tnwtw  ?  does  not  com- 
*  breach  of  trust  by  not  pernjitting  the  trust  estate  to  descend,  or  by  devising 
proper  persons,  on  the  trusts  to  which  it  was  subje  ct  in  the  he  nds  of  the  sur- 
^g  trustee.    Semblc, 

^'ouVir.  Ff 
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^^  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns," 
upon  the  trusts,  &c.  after  mentioned.  He  then  de- 
clared the  trusts,  which,  on  eleven  several  occasions,  he 
expressed  as  being  to  be  performed  by  *^  the  said 
trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his 
or  her  heirs  and  assigns."  The  same  persons  were  em- 
powered to  sell  the  residuary  real  estate,  and  to  give 
receipts  for  the  purchase  money,  and  **  the  said  trustees 
and  executors,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them," 
were  to  get  in  the  personal  estate. 

The  **  said  trustees  and  the  executors,  and  the  sur- 
vivor and  survivors  of  them,  his  or  her  executors  and 
administrators,"  were  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold,  and  of  his  personal 
estate,  in  payment  of  specified  legacies  to  his  children, 
and  were  to  invest  the  residue  in  real^,  and  apply  the 
rents  as  therein  mentioned,  and  in  the  mean  time  to 
invest  in  the  funds,  &c. 


He  declared,  that  **  if  it  should  appear  to  his  said 
trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  or 
her  heirs  or  assigns,  that  it  would  be  advantageous* 
to  sell  his  estate  at  Gorton,  or  the  estates  to  be  pur« 
chased  "  by  the  said  trustees,"  by  virtue  of  the  powers 
thereinbefore  given  them,  it  should  be  lawful  ^  for  the 
said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  "  of  them,  to 
do  so. 


There  was  a  power  of  leasing  to  **  his  said  trustees 
for  the  time  being,"  and  an  indemnity  clause  to  bis 
^'  trustees  and  executors ; "  and  the  testator  declared, 
that  *^  the  said  trustees  and  executors,  and  each  of 
them,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,"  might  reimburse  themselves 
their  costs,  &c.  &c. ;  and  he  appointed  his  wife,  Hemy 

BurgesSf 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  427 

BurgesSf   Bobert   Tebbidi,    and    his    son   Bichard   ex-       1844. 
ecators.  ^^^!!y^^ 

TiTLBT 

9. 

The  will  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new  trustees.       g^™" 

By  the  deaths  of  the  other  parties,  Robert  Tebbutt  be- 
came the  sole  surviving  executor  lAid  trustee. 

Bobert  Tebbutt,  by  his  will  dated  in  18S8,  after  dis- 
posing of  his  own  real  and  personal  estate,  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  Edward  Titley,  David  Waddington,  and 
Charles  WolstenAolmef  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  all  the  trust  estates,  monies,  and 
premises  vested  in  him  as  surviving  devisee  in  trust  and 
executor  of  the  will  of  Richard  Titley,  upon  the  trusts, 
&G.&C.,  expressed  in  the  will  of  Richard  Titley;  and 
he  appointed  fVolstenholme,  Crompton,  Unwin,  and  Oilier, 
executors. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the 
will  of  the  original  testator,  praying  a  declaration  that 
Bobert  Tebbutt  was  not  authorized  to  appoint  trustees, 
and  that  the  devise  and  bequest  of  the  trust  estates  by  his 
inll  was  invalid  and  ineffectuai,  and  for  the  appointment 
<^  new  trustees,  and  conveyance  to  them  of  the  trust 
premises. 

Mr.  Bacon  for  the  Plaintiffs.  The  will  of  TitUy 
gives  no  authority  to  the  trustees  to  nominate  new 
mistees ;  the  devise  of  the  trust  estate  is  therefore  in- 
valid, and  hew  trustees  should  be  appointed  under  the 
«uithority  of  the  Court  This  case  is  governed  by  the 
<3eciskm  in  Cooke  v.  Cra'soford{a),  in  which  case  a  tes- 
tator devised  his  real  estates  to  A.,  B.,  and  C,  in  trust 

that 
{a)  15  Sknont,  91. 
2!'/ 2 
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that  they,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
heirs  of  the  survivor,  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
might  be  after  his  decease,  but  at  their  discretion,  sell 
the  same ;  and  he  empowered  them  and  their  heirs  to 
malce  contracts  with  and  conveyances  to  the  purchasers : 
and  declared  that  the  receipts  of  them,  or  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs^  executors,  or  administra- 
tors of  such  survivor,  should  be  good  discharges  to  the 
purchasers :  and  he  directed  that  they,  tlieir  heirs,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigfis  should  hold  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  upon  certain  trusts.  A*  and  B.  disclaimed,  aud  C. 
alone  acted.  He  devised  the  estates  to  M.  and  N.  upon 
the  trusts  affecting  the  same*  After  his  death,  M.  and 
N.  agreed  to  sell  the  estates  to  P. :  it  was  held  by  Sir 
Xr.  Shadwell  that  M.  and  N.  were  not  entitled  to  execute 
the  trust  for  sale,  as  they  were  the  devisees,  and  not  the 
heirs,  of  C. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  in  giving  judgment 
in  that  case,  said,  ^'  It  is  plain  that,  when  William 
Hall^  who,  by  the  disclaimer  of  Durkitt  and  WoolUy, 
became  the  sole  trustee,  thought  fit  to  devise  the  legal 
estate  that  was  vested  in  him,  he  did  an  act  which  be 
was  not  authorized  to  do.  And  here  I  must  enter  my 
protest  against  the  proposition,  which  was  stated  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that  it  is  a  beneficial  thing 
for  a  trustee  to  devise  an  estate  which  is  vested  in  him 
in  that  character.  My  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not  bene- 
ficial to  the  testator's  estate  that  he  should  be  allowed 
to  dispose  of  it  to  whomsoever  he  may  think  proper ; 
nor  is  it  lawful  for  him  to  make  any  disposition  of  it. 
He  ought  to  permit  it  to  descend ;  for,  in  so  doing,  he 
acts  in  accordance  with  the  devise  made  to  him.  If  he 
devises  the  estate,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the 
Court,  if  it  were  urged  so  to  do,  would  order  the  costs 
of  getting  the  legal  estate  out  of  the   devisee,  to  be 

borne 
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borne  by  the  assets  of  the  trustee.     I  see  no  substantial        1844. 
distinction  between  a  conveyance  by  act  inter  vivos^  and 
a  devise;  for  the    latter  is  nothing  but  a  post  mortem 
conveyance ;  and,  if  the  one  is  unlawful,  the  other  must     Wolsten- 

•  '  HOLME* 

be  unlawful." 


In  Townsend  v.  Wilson  (a)  it  was  held,  that  a  power 
of  sale  given  to  three  trustees,  was  not  well  executed 
by  the  two  surviving  trustees ;  and  in  Bradford  v.  Bel^ 
Jkld  (6),  it  was  determined  that  a  trust  for  sale  vested 
in  J,  and  his  heirs,  could  not  be  executed  by  an  as- 
sign of  A. 

The  testator  having  abstained  from  giving  to  his 
trustee  any  power  of  selecting  his  successors,  it  was 
as  much  a  breach  of  trust  to  devise  the  trust  estate,  as  it 
would  have  been  to  have  transferred  it  in  his  lifetime. 

He  referred  to  2  Jarman  on  WiUs,  p.  714. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Little  for  the  Defendants.    This 

case   does  not  come  within    the  decision  of  CooJce  v. 

Cravjford.      Here   the   devise  and   bequest  is   to   the 

trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 

signSf  and  the  trusts  are  to  be  performed  by  the  assigns. 

In  Cooke  V.  Crawford  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England 

observed  on  the  omission  of  the  word  assigns.     He  says, 

^*  It  is  observable  that  the  testator  has  not  used  the  word 

*  assigns,'  either  in  the  clause  in  which  he  has  created 

the  trust  for  sale,  or  in  either  of  the  two  clauses  that 

follow  it,  in  which  he  points  out  the  machinery  by  which 

the  sale  is  to  be  effected.     He  does  not  introduce  that 

word  until  he  begins  to  speak  of  something  that  b  to  be 

clone  after  the  sale  has  taken  place,  that  is,  until  he 

declares 

(a)  1  Barn,  4*  ^d,  608.,  and         {b)  2  Simons^  264. 
3  Mad.  261. 
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declares  the  trusts  upon  which  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
are  to  be  held." 

A  trustee  who  has  undertaken  a  trust  cannot,  without 
authority,  relieve  himself  from  his  duty,  and  refer  its 
performance  to  another  person,  for  delegatus  nan  potest 
delegare.  The  rule,  however,  ceases  upon  the  death  of 
the  trustee,  when  there  is  an  end  to  all  personal  confi- 
dence, for  a  testator  cannot  be  supposed  to  entertain 
any  personal  confidence  in  the  heir,  executor,  or  ad- 
ministrator of  a  trustee ;  they  must  be  unknown  to  the 
testator,  as  it  depends  on  the  chance  of  events  who  may 
fill  those  characters. 

If  it  be  a  breach  of  trust  to  devise  a  trust  estate,  it 
would  be  equally  one  for  a  trustee  to  make  a  general 
devise  without  excepting  thereout  the  trust  estates.  The 
testator,  by  the  use  of  the  words  "  executors  "  and  as- 
signs, must  have  intended  his  trustee  to  have  some  power 
of  nomination ;  and  it  would  be  no  more  improper  to 
make  a  devisee  than  to  appoint  an  executor.  The  inte- 
rests of  the  cesttiis  que  trust  might  require  such  a  devise ; 
for  the  heir  might  be  an  infant  or  lunatic,  or  under  dis- 
ability, or  an  alien.  To  prevent  the  estate  falling  into 
improper  hands  or  escheating  to  the  Queen,  who  would 
not  be  bound  by  the  trusts,  it  surely  would  not  be  wrong 
to  devise  the  trust  estate  to  trustworthy  persons,  by 
whom  the  trusts  might  be  carried  into  execution. 

A  "  devisee"  may  come  within  the  term  **  heir,*'  as 
he  is  considered  the  htBresfactxiSy  besides  which  a  devisee 
is  an  "  assignee  "  in  law ;   Whitfield  v.  Haw.  (a) 

Lord  Eldon  did  not  concur  in  the  decision  in  Tasms^ 
end  V.  Wilson  as  appears  in  Hall  v.  Dewes  (6),  and  Brad- 
ford  V.  Belfield  (c)  does  not  apply. 

Lastly. 

(a)  2  Shower,  59.  (c)  2  Simons,  264. 

(A)  Jacob,  189. 
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Xastly.  ConYejmnoera  have  always  consideredy  that 
£n  these  cases  a  trnstee  might  properly  derise  a  trust 
^sstate.  The  result  of  holding  the  contrary  will  be  not 
^mly  to  destroy  many  titles,  but  to  make  the  estates  of  the  ^^^j^ 
-Arustees,  who  have  heretofore  devised  trust  estates,  liable 
^it  this  moment  for  a  breach  of  trust.  The  Court  has 
^  ways  regard  to  the  established  practice  of  conveyancers, 
id  considering  the  prejudicial  consequences,  will  not 
inclined  to  extend  the  doctrine  of  Cooke  v.  Crcn^brd. 

They  also  referred  to  Lord  Braybroke  v.  Inskip  (a), 
WaU  V.  Bright  (£),  The  Midland  Counties  Bailwcn/  Com- 
^gpamf  V.  Westcomb.  (e) 

Mr.  Bacon  in  reply.    The  testator  has  pointed  out 
^Lhe  heir  as  the  person  who  is  to  perform  the  trusts  after 
^^he  death  of  the  trustee,  and  the  latter  had  no  authority 
Mo  vary  that  arrangement. 

If  diflSculties  arise  in  cases  of  lunacy,  &c.,  a  proper 
remedy  will  be  applied ;  but  these  difficulties  are  not  to 
extend  the  powers  of  a  trustee,  and  enable  him  to  ex* 
ercise  a  discretion  which  the  author  of  the  trust  has  not 
given  him. 

The  Master  g/'/A^  Rolls,  J^h  s- 

Robert  Tebbutt  was  surviving  trustee  and  executor 
under  the  will  of  Richard  Titley.  By  his  will  dated  the 
SOth  of  July  1888,  Robert  Tebbutt  gave,  devised,  and  be- 
queath^ unto  the  use  of  Edxvard  Titley^  David  Wad-- 
difigtonf  and  Charles  Wolsteiiholmc,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  all  the  trust  estates,  monies, 

and 

{a)  8  Va.  417.  (c)  11  Sim.  51, 

(h)  1  Jae,  4*  W.  494.,   1  Sug. 
<m  Powen  (6th  ed.),  8^3. 
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and  premises  vested  in  him  as  surviving  devisee  in  trust 
and  executor,  named  and  appointed  in  and  by  the  last 
will  of  Richard  Titley^  to  hold  the  same,  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Edward  Titley^  David  fFaddington,  and  Charles 
Wolstenhclme^  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators»  and 
assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  quali^  of  the 
same  premises  respectively,  upon  the  same  trusts,  and 
to  and  for  the  same  ends,  intents,  and  purposes,  and 
under  and  subject  to  the  same  powers,  provisoes,  and 
declarations  as  are  limited,  expressed,  declared,  and  con- 
tained of  and  concerning  the  said  estates,  monies,  and 
premises,  in  and  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  Biekard 
Tilley^  or  as  near  thereto  as  circumstances  would  admit. 


The  question  in  this  cause  is,  whether  the  devisees  in 
trust,  under  the  will  of  Robert  TebbuU  have,  by  virtue  of 
the  devise,  lawfully  become  trustees  of  the  estates  de- 
vised by  the  will  of  Richard  TiUey.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  legal  estates  and  interests  which  were  vested  in 
Robert  Tebbutt^  as  surviving  trustee  and  executor,  have, 
by  virtue  of  his  will,  become  vested  in  his  devisees  and 
legatees ;  that  they,  as  such  devisees  and  legatees,  are 
under  an  obh'gation  so  to  dispose  of  such  legal  estates 
and  interests,  that  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  will  of 
Richard  Titlcy  may  have  the  benefit  of  them  ;  but  it  is 
alleged,  that  they  have  not,  themselves,  any  legal  autho- 
rity to  execute  the  trusts,  and  consequently,  that  new 
trustees  ought  to  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  by  this 
Court. 


^zA 


Richard  Titley^  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
16th  of  January  1828,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed 
to  his  wife,  his  son  Richard^  and  Robert  Tebbutt,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns^  all  his 
real  estate  and  all  his  personal  estate;  to  hold  the  same 
real  and  personal  estate,  to  the  use  of  hb  wifi^  bis  son 

Richard^ 
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Bichard^  and  Bobet-t  TebhUt^  their  heirs*  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature 
thereof  to^  for,  and  upon  the  several  uses,  trusts,  ends, 
intents,  and  purposes  in  his  will  after  mentioned  and 
declared.  And  then  he  proceeds  to  particularise  the 
trufts*  directing  a  part  of  the  trusts  which  was  to  be 
performed  by  application  of  the  personal  estate,  to  be 
performed  by  the  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  sur- 
vivor of  them,  his  or  her  executors  or  administrators, 
and  directing  other  parts  of  the  trusts  which  were  to  be 
performed  by  application  of  rents  or  by  conveyance  or 
sale  of  real  estates,  to  be  performed  by  the  trustees,  and 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs  and 
assigns.  There  are,  in  the  will,  a  few  directions  given, 
in  respect  of  which  neither  the  word  **  executors "  nor. 
the  word  "  assigns  "  is  distinctly  used ;  as  where  he  says 
*^  my  said  trustees,  or  any  of  them,"  "  my  said  trustees," 
**  my  trustees  and  executors,"  **  my  trustees  and  exe- 
cutorst  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,"  '*  or  my 
trustees  for  the  time  being;"  but  this  case  is  very  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  of  Domi  v.  JVorraU  (a),  where, 
although  the  gift  was  to  the  trustees,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  there  was  a  mere  personal 
direction  given  to  the  trustees:  and,  having  regard  to  the 
whole  will,  I  consider  it  to  be  clear,  that  on  all  occa- 
sions to  which  I  have  referred,  the  expressions  used 
had  reference  to  the  class  of  persons  to  whom  he  had 
given  the  real  and  personal  estate  on  the  trusts  of  his 
will,  and  whom  he  has,  in  the  course  of  his  will,  re- 
peatedly designated  and  described  as  die  persons  by 
whom  the  trusts  were  to  be  performed;  and,  (upon  a 
careful  examination  of  the  will,)  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  testator  intended  that  the  trusts  of  his  will  should 
be  performed  by  the  trustees  named,  and  the  survivors 

and 
(a)  1  Ifyl.4r^»se\. 
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and  survivor,  and  by  the  heirs  and  assigns,  or  by  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  the  survivor,  and  that  he 
has  used  words  sufficient  to  give  validity  and  effisct  to 
that  intention. 

The  testator  has  not,  by  his  will,  given  any  power  to 
appoint  new  trustees,  and  it  is  thereupon  argued,  juady, 
that  the  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
could  not,  by  any  assignment  or  act  inter  vivos,  relieve 
themselves  from  the  responsibilities  and  duties  of  the 
trust;  but  it  is  further  contended,  that  the  same  dis- 
ability attends  any  assignment  by  way  of  devise  or  be- 
quest, and  that  although  the  estate  and  property  may 
be  vested  in  the  devisees  or  legatees  of  the  surviving 
trustee,  the  duties  and  the  responsibilities  attending  the 
execution  of  the  trusts  remain  in  the  legal  represent^ 
atives,  real  and  personal,  of  the  surviving  trustee. 

Upon  this  occasion,  there  is  no  question  as  to  the 
trustworthiness  of  the  devisees,  or  as  to  any  fraudulent 
or  improper  motive  of  the  surviving  trustee  in  makii^ 
the  devise  and  bequest  The  argument,  in  this  case^ 
has  been,  properly,  conducted  on  the  supposition  that 
the  devise  was,  or  at  least  may  have  been,  made  to 
trustworthy  persons,  for  the  purpose  of  better  executing 
the  trusts.  No  imputation  has  been  cast  upon  the  con- 
duct of  the  surviving  trustee,  or  upon  the  conduct, 
character,  or  trustworthiness  of  his  devisees  and  le- 
gatees; and  the  case  is,  therefore,  to  be  considered 
independently  of  any  circumstance  involving  any  such 
imputation. 


When  a  trust  estate  is  limited  to  several  trustees,  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  no  power  of  appointing  new 
trustees  is  given,   we  observe  a  personal  confidence 

given, 
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given,  or  at  least  probably  given,  to  every  one  of  the 
several  trustees.  As  any  one  may  be  the  survivor,  the 
whole  power  will  eventually  come  to  that  one,  and  he  is 
entrusted  with  it,  and  being  so»  he  is  not,  without  a  spe- 
cial power,  to  assign  it  to  any  other ;  he  cannot,  of  his  own 
authoriQr,  during  bis  own  life,  relieve  himself  from  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  which  he  has  undertaken. 


1S44. 


But  we  cannot  assume,  that  the  author  of  the  trust 
placed  any  personal  confidence  in  the  heir  of  the  sur- 
vivor; it  cannot  be  known,  beforehand,  which  one  of 
the  several  trustees  may  be  the  survivor ;  and  as  to  the 
contingent  survivor,  it  cannot  be  known,  beforehand, 
whether  he  may  have  an  heir  or  not,  or  whether  the 
heir  may  be  one^  or  may  consist  of  many  persons,  trust- 
worthy or  not,  married  women,  infants,  or  bankrupts, 
within  or  without  the  jurisdiction.  The  reasons,  there- 
fore, which  forbid  the  surviving  trustee  from  making  an 
assignment  inter  vivoSf  in  such  a  case,  do  not  seem  to 
apply  to  an  assignment  by  devise  or  bequest;  which, 
being  made  to  take  eiSect  only  afler  the  death  of  the 
last  surviving  trustee,  and  consequently  after  the  exjNra- 
tion  of  all  personal  confidence  may,  perhaps  not  im- 
prcperljf  be  considered  as  made  without  any  violation 
or  breach  of  trust  It  is  to  take  effect,  only  at  a  time 
when  there  must  be  a  substitution  or  change  of  trus- 
tees:—there  must  be  a  devolution  or  transmission  of 
the  estate,  to  some  one  or  more  persons  not  immediately 
or  directly  trusted  by  the  author  of  the  trust :  —  the 
estate  subject  to  the  trusts  must  pass  either  to  the  hieres 
natus  or  the  hares  foetus  of  the  surviving  trustee,  and 
if  the  heir  or  heirs  at  law,  whatever  may  be  their  situa- 
tion, condition,  or  number,  must  be  the  substituted 
trustee  or  trustees,  the  greatest  inconvenience  may 
arise,  and  there  are  no  means  of  obviating  them,  other 
than  by  application  to  this  Court.     With  great  respect 

for 
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for  those  who  think  otherwise,  and  quite  aware  thai 
some  inconveniences,  which  can  only  be  obviated  in  this 
Court,  may  arise,  from  devising  trust  estates  to  improper 
persons,  for  improper  purposes,  I  cannot,  at  present, 
see  my  way  to  the  conclusion,  that  in  the  case  con-^ 
templated,  the  surviving  trustee  commits  a  breach  oJ 
trust  by  not  permitting  the  trust  estate  to  descend,  or 
by  devising  it  to  proper  persons,  on  the  trusts  to  which 
it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  surviving  trustee. 


at 
s.  is 
r^r 


But  the  case  so  considered  is  not  the  present  case.  We  - 
have,  in  this  will,  expressions  which  clearly  show  that . 
the  testator  intended  the  trusts  to  be  performed  by  the 
**  assigns  "  of  the  surviving  trustee ;  and  in  construing 
the  will,  we  must,  if  practicable,  ascribe  a  rational  and 
legal  effect  to  every  word  which  it  contains.  We  cannot, 
consistently  with  the  rules  of  this  Court,  consider  the 
word  '*  assigns  "  as  meaning  the  persons  who  may  be 
made  ;such  by  the  spontaneous  act  of  the  surviving 
trustee  to  take  effect  during  his  life ;  but  there  seems 
nothing  to  prevent  our  considering  it  as  meaning  the 
persons  who  may  be  made  such  by  devise  and  be- 
quest; and  if  we  do  not  consider  the  word  ^^  assigns*' as 
meaning  such  persons,  it  would,  in  this  will,  have  no 
meaning  or  effect  whatever. 


For  these  reasons,  and  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  devise  and  bequest  made 
by  Robert  Tebbutt  of  the  trust  estates  held  by  him  under 
the  will  of  Richard  Titley^  was  a  good  and  valid  devise 
and  bequest;  and  that  the  estates  thereby  given  to 
Edward  Titley^  David  Wadditigtany  and  Charles  JVotsten" 
holme  are  vested  in  them,  on  such  of  the  trusts  thereof 
declared  by  the  will  of  Richard  Titley^  as  now  remain 
to  be  performed. 
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RIDGWAY  V.  WOODHOUSE.  March  is. 

Jprila. 

JOSEPH  BIDGWAY,  by  his  will  dated  the  13th  A  testator 

February  1841,   directed  the  charitable  bequests  charitable 

given  by  him  to  be  paid  out  of  such  part  of  his  per-  bemiesu  to  be 

sonal  estate  not  specifically   bequeathed  as  might  be  pureperson- 

legally  bequeathed  or  charged  by  will  for  charitable  "^rit'^ofaVl" 

purposes,  in  preference  to  his  debts,  testamentary  and  other  charges; 

funeral  expences,  and  legacies,  and  all  other  charges  ^^  his  real 

whatsoever,  and  he  exempted  such  part  of  his  estate  as  and  personal 

might  be  legally  given,  bequeathed,  or  charged  for  cha-  ^^es,  dpon 

ritable  purposes  from  payment  of  or  contribution  to  his  trust,  to  lay 
^     '^  ^  ^  ^  out  the  per- 

debts,  and  such  other  charges,  and  he  imposed  the  same  sonal  estate  in 

upon  the  remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  so  J|^  ^^^e 
far  as  might  be  necessary ;  and  he  directed  his  assets  to  rents,  &c.  to 
be  duly  marshalled  for  that  purpose.  j^f^ .  ^^^  i,^ 

directed,  that 
The  testator  also  gave  to  his  sister  Alice  Harrison  the  ^!^^^^^ 

clear  yearly  sum  of  400/.  should  reside 

with,  or  dwell 
_      _  .111.  mi  -rr      •  in  the  house 

But  he  provided,  that  m  case  Thomas  Harrison^  son  or  place  of 

of  his  said  sister,  should,  at  any  time  after  his  decease  h^'^j^^if^ 

and  notice   to  his  said  sister  of  this  condition,  reside  or  become 

with  his  said  sister,  or  dwell   in  her  house  or  place  ^miiy^thra, 

of  residence,  or  become  part  of  her  family,  the  bequest  ^of  every  day 

thereinbefore  contained  for  her  benefit  should  cease  and  sidence,  &c 

become  void,  as  if  she  were  actually  dead.  ^^  trustees 

'  *^  should  retain 

100/.  out  of 
The  testator  then  gave  several  legacies  and  charitable  the  rents,  &c. 

bequests,  and  devised  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  real  wife,  and  pay 

estate,  the  same  to  a 
'  chanty :  Held, 
first,  that  the  condition  was  not  illegal;  secondly,  that  its  effect  being  to  divest 
a  vested  interest,  it  must  be  strictly  construed ;  and,  thirdly,  that  as  the  benefit  in- 
tended for  the  charity  could  not,  in  consequence  of  the  statute  of  Mortmain,  take 
efect,  the  condition  was  void. 
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1844.       estate,  unto  John  Woodhouse  and  John  Mangnall^  their 

heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  for  '^ 

"v,  "^     payment  of  his   debts,  legacies  and  testamentary  and  ^ 

Woodhouse.  funeral  expences,  in  aid  of  his  personal  estate;  and  sub-  — 

ject  thereto,  he  gave  the  real  estates  to  the  use  of  the  ^ 

said  John  Woodhouse  and  John  MangnaU^  thdr  heirs  and  -B 

assigns,  during  the  life  of  his  wife  Anna  Maria  Ri^^way  '^Sl 

or  until  she  should  marry  again,  upon  trust  to  receive  ^ 

the  rents  and  pay  thereout  the  repairs,  &c.,  and  then  to  ^> 

pay  the  remainder  unto  his  wife,  A,  M,  Bidgasajfy  and  ' 

her  assigns  during  her  life,  if  she  so  long  remained  his  ^ 

widow,  for  her  own  use  and  benefit ;  which  provision  was  ^ 

to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  and  also  to  be  considered  ' 

as  inclusive  of  all  claim  for  jointure  under  her  marriage  ^ 

settlement,  so  long  as  she  remained  unmarried,  and  not  ^ 
in  addition  thereto. 

In  case  of  his  wife's  marriage,  that  provision  was  to  ^ 

cease,  and  his  wife  was  to  have  4002.  a  year  jointure  ^ 

provided  by  settlement,  and  after  the  death  or  marriage  ^ 

again  of  his  said  wife,  he  devised  the  same  freehold,  «> 

copyhold,  and  real  estate,  to  the  use  of  hb  said  trustees,  ^^ 

and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  his  nephew  Joseph,  ^^ 

upon  trusts  for  his  benefit,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  ^ 

use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  with  divers  re- 

mainders  over,  under  which,  Thomas  Stewart  Kennedy  <y» 
was  the  first  tenant  in  tail. 

The  testator  bequeathed  his  leasehold  estates  up' — ^m 
similar  trusts. 

The  testator,  upon  the  decease  or  marriage  again  «^=3( 
his  said  wife,  gave  other  charitable  l^cies,  among  whi^^=^^ 
was  1000/.  to  the  Bolton  Dispensary. 

And  the  testator  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate 
his  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  invest  it  in  real  estates,  to 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  his  own  real  estates ;  ai 

uni 
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until  such  purchases  were  made,  the  sums  applicable        1844. 

thereto  were  to  be  laid  out,  and  invested  in  the  names      t^I'^ 

of  the  trustees,  on  real  or  government  securities,  and  to  «. 

be  varied  at  discretion.     The  dividends,  interest,  and  W<><>'^"ou*'' 

annual  produce  thereof  were  to  be  paid  and  applied 

unto  such  person  or  persons  and  in  such  manner,  as 

would  have  been  the  case  respecting  the  rents,  issues, 

and  profits  of  the  premises  to  be  purchased  therewith, 

if  such  purchase  had  been  then  actually  made. 

The  testator  appointed  tMn  Woodhouse  and  John 
JIfangnaU  executors  of  his  will. 

On  the  22d  November  1841,  the  testator  made  a  codicil, 

^fhereby,  after  noticing  the  provbion  made  for  his  wife, 

l:ie  declared,  that  in  case  Elizabeth  Editha  WittenhaU^ 

^bter  of  his  said  wife,  should,  during  her  lifetime  and 

^^0?idowhood,  reside  wiih  or  dwell  in  the  house  or  place  of 

^  Lxidence  of  his  said  wife^  or  become  part  of  her  family j  then 

igind  in  every  and  any  such  case,  and  for  each  and  for  every 

^clay  which  the  said  E.  E.  WittenhaU  should  reside  with  or 

<^dwell  in  the  house  or  place  of  residence  of  his  said  wife, 

^r  becomepart  of  her  family,  he  directed  his  said  trustees 

^aemd  executors  to  retain,  from  and  out  of  the  rents,  in- 

^^erest,  dividends  and  other  monies  payable  or  to  be  paid 

Xo  his  said  wife  under  or  by  virtue  of  his  said  will,  or 

^e  trusts  thereof,  the  sum  of  100/.  and  when  so  re- 

^tained  to  pay  the  same  to  the  treasurer  for  the  time 

l)eing  of  the  Boltoti  Dispensary,  to  be  by  him  applied  in 

aid  of  the  funds  of  that  institution. 

By  another  codicil,  dated  the  2Sd  of  June  1842,  the 
testator  appointed  his  wife  to  be  an  executrix  of  his  will 
80  long  as  she  lived  and  continued  his  widow. 

The  testator  died  on  the  26th  of  December  1842,  and 
the  will  was  proved  by  the  executors  and  executrix  on 

the 
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1844.       the  14th  of  January  1843  in  the  consistory  ooort  of 
jJJ^^^    the  Bishop  of  Chester. 

WooDHoosB.  This  bUl  was  filed  by  the  testatort  widow  against  the  ^i^e 
executors,  Joseph  Bidgmay^  the  first  subsequent  tenant  .^^t 
for  life,  and  Kennedy ^  the  first  tenant  in  tail ;  stating,  «?, 
that  Joseph  Bidgway  disputed  the  validity  of  the  will  ^K  Jl 
and  codicils  of  the  testator,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  still  ^K  Jl 
the  testator's  widow,  and  thali  E.  E.  WitienhaU  had  not,  .^"f 
since  the  death  of  the  testator,  resided  with  or  dwelt  in   ^flci 

the  house  or  place  of  residence  of  the  Plaintifl^  or  be-  

come  part  of  her  family* 

It  also  submitted  whether  the  condition  in  the  first  -= 
codicil  was  not  void,  and  prayed  the  establishment  oT^S 
the  will  and  the  performance  of  the  trusts. 

By  the  answers  it  was  admitted  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
the  widow  of  the  testator ;  but  it  was  stated  that  EUza^ 
beth  Editha  fViUenhaUhady  since  the  death  of  the  testator, 
resided  with  or  dwelt  in  the  house  or  place  of  residence 
of  the  Plaintiff,  and  become  part  of  her  family*  That  no 
application  had  been  made  by  the  treasurer  of  the  BoUon 
Dispensary,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  though  the 
fact  of  such  residence  was  known  to  him. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Chandless  for 
the  Plaintiff.  The  court  does  not  favour  conditions 
tending  to  create  forfeiture,  especially  when  tlie  effect 
is  to  defeat  a  vested  gift,  and  such  conditions  will 
be  strictly  construed.  The  original  vested  gift  must 
prevail  if  the  condition  annexed  by  the  codicil  cannpt 
take  effect  {a)  Here  the  condition  is  objectionable  on 
several  grounds.     First,  it  is  an  illegal  condition  whicji 

the 

(a)See  Carverv.Sowch,^  R,  2  Seavan,  .TJS.;  CttwpMi  ▼. 
4*  3^.  p.  o07. ;  Kampc \\  Jonesy  Brownri{fg^  1  P/tiLSOl.;  Green 
2  Keeiif  756,;  lihig  v.  Hardtvick,      v.  Harvev,  i  Haic.  p.  451. 
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the  Court  will  not  enforcei  for  the  direction  that  the        1844. 
testator's  wife's  sister  should  not  reside  with  her,  or  be-     ^TT^''^^^^ 
come  a  member  of  her  family,  arose  from  mere  caprice  v. 

of  the  testator,  no  reason  for  it.bemg  assigned,  and  no  Woodhousk. 
complaint  whatever  being  made  of  her  conduct.  Such 
a  provision  is  wholly  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
law :  it  is  an  attempt  to  innovate  upon  the  social  system 
and  destroy  the  union  of  families.  In  the  same  way,  a 
general  provision  against  marriage  is  void  as  being 
against  the  policy  of  the  law.  Secondly.  The  gift  over 
to  the  charity  canjnever  take  effect,  because  the  subject  of 
the  gift  is  land,  or  money  directed  to  be  invested  in  land, 
and  the  gift  over  is  void  under  the  Mortmain  Act  (a). 
As  the  ffh  over  cannot  take  effect,  and  no  one  can  take 
,  advantage  of  the  condition,  the  vested  interest  remains. 
Thirdly.  The  gift  is  void  for  uncertainty :  what  is  the 
Mrict  meaning  of  '^  residing  with  or  dwelling  in  the  house, 
cr  becoming  part  of  a  fiimily "  ?  In  Fillingham  v.  Brom" 
/^(i),  the  direction  to  live  and  reside  upon  certain 
premises  was  held  to  be  too  uncertain  for  the  court  to 
determine  that  there  had  been  a  forfeiture.  Fourthly. 
The  condition  is  in  terrorem  only,  like  a  clause  divesting 
a  vested  gift  on  marriage  without  consent  Lastly,  the 
sister  acted  in  ignorance  of  the  condition,  for  upon 
hearing  of  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff's  husband,  she, 
before  the  codicil  was  discovered,  went  to  his  widow  in 
^  distress,  and  the  act  was  the  act  of  the  sister,  and 
*w>t  of  the  widow.  The  treasurer  of  the  Bolton  Dis- 
P^osary  is  aware  of  the  circumstances,  yet  makes  no 
claim. 

^^*  ^mstfy  appeared  for  the  executors. 

^^*  jfloti  appeared  for  Joseph  Rtdgway. 

Mr. 
C«)  9  G.  8.  c,  36.  {b)  Turn.  4*  Ruts.  530. 

"^^i-VIL  Gg 
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1844.  Mr.  ^^(Ym  appeared  for  Thomas  Stewart  Kennedy  Urn 

^^^'^^'^^^     first  tenant  in  tail  in  existence  under  the  wilL 

WooDHousE.       25j^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  thb  case  there  was  only  one  point  reserved.     A. 
I  understand  the  will,  the  testator's  wife  was  entitl 
for  her  life,  to  the  rent  both  of  the  lands  devised  and  ( 
those  to  be  purchased ;  and,  until  any  purchase  shoul 
be  made,  she  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  persoi 
estate  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land.   It  is  an  extremel  ^ 
long  will,  but  this  seems  to  me  to  be  the  efiect  of  it. 

By  the  codicil,  the  testator  declared  his  will  to  be,  tha.f 
if  the  sister  of  his  wife  should,  during  the  lifetime  arm^^ 
widowhood  of  his  wife,  reside  with  or  dwell  in  the  houses 
or  place  of  residence  of  the  wife,  or  become  part  of  k^r 
family,  then  and  in  every  and  any  such  case,  and  fi>r 
each  and  every  day  during  which  the  sister  should  re- 
side with  or  dwell  in  the  house  or  place  of  resideimcre 
of  his  wife,  or  become  part  of  her  family,  his  trustees 
should  retain,   from  and    out   of  the  rents,  interest^ 
dividends,  and  other  monies,  payable  or  to  be  paid   ta 
his  wife  under  or  by  virtue  of  his  will  or  the  trusts 
thereof,  the  sum  of  100/.,  and  when  so  retained  pay  th^ 
same  to  a  charity. 

So  that  this  direction  necessarily  implies  that  the 
payment  to  the  charity  was  to  be  made  out  of  the  in- 
come given  to  the  wife ;  and  this  income  consisted  of 
the  rents  of  land,  or  of  interest  or  dividends  arising 
from  personalty  impressed  with  the  character  of  land. 
Such  direction  to  pay  to  the  charity  is  therefore  void, 
and,  consequently,  the  direction  to  retain,  so  far  as  it 
was  intended  to  operate  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity, 
was  also  void,  and   had  no  efiect;  and  that  purpose 

failing. 
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failings  I  think  the  direction  to  retain  must  fail  alto-        1844. 

^^  *  RiDOWAT 

V, 

By  the  will,  the  annual  income  arising  from  the  Woodhoosb. 
property  is  actually  vested  in  the  wife.  By  the  codicil, 
^ough  the  testator  declares  his  will  only  as  to  the  sister, 
^ying  that  if  the  sister  shall  do  such  acts,  the  trustees 
^i^  to  retain  and  pay  over,  yet  such  acts  are  acts  which 
^^*»uiot  properly  be  done  without  the  consent  of  the  wife. 
However,  the  object  appears  to  have  been,  and  I  think 
the  effect  was,  to  impose  a  condition  on  the  wife  sub- 
^^ueot  to  the  vesting,  and  the  effect  of  which  was  to  be 
the  divesting  in  part  of  an  interest  previously  vested* 
^  ought  therefore  to  be  strictly  construed,  and  as  all 
uie  circumstances  which  the  testator  had  in  view  do 
not  concur,  and  as  the  purpose  which  he  contemplated 
^^^HHot  be  effected,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  divesting 
^^^HQot  take  effect,  and  therefore  that  the  condition  is 

void. 

A  great  deal  might  have  been  said  upon  the  uncer^ 
^nty  of  the  condition  imposed ;  but  I  think  the  con- 
clusion which  I  have  stated ,  is  that  to  which  I  must 
^nie. .  I  have  had  a  good  deal  of  difiSculty,  but  I  con- 
sider this  direction  as   in   the   nature   of  a  condition 
subsequent,  imposed  on  the  wife;  and  that  the  con- 
ditioa  subsequent  having  the  effect  of  divesting  interests 
previoQsly  vested,  it  ought  to  be  strictly  construed ;  and 
imviog  rc^gard  to  all  the  circumstances,  if  it  fails  in 
floy  of  the  circumstances  it  appears  to  me  the  condition 
iails.     .  * 

I  cannot  say   I  think  the  condition  itself  was  an 
illegal  condition. 


G  g  2  Extract 
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Extract  from  the  Decrbb. 


RiDGWAY  ^"^  ^^^  Lordship  doth  declare,  that  the  direction  contiined  in 

V,  the  codicil  to  the  said  testator's  said  will,  bearing  date  the  iSd  day 

WooDHOUSB.    of  November  1841,  that,  in  the  events  therein  mendoaed,  the 

trustees  and  executors  should  retain  &c.  &c,  is  void  and  of  noeflect, 

and  doth  decree  the  same  accordingly. 


April  16. 


Obsenrations 
on  what  is 
termed  the 
**  substantial 
representa- 
tion," in  a  suit 
of  absent  par 


POWELL  t^.  WRIGHT. 

rilHIS  case  came  on  upon  objections  for  want  of 
•*"  parties,  under  the  39th  General  Order  of  August 
184L  {a) 


After  bill 
filed  but 
before  sub' 
pttna  served, 


By  indenture  of  the  16th  of  December  1884,  and  mad* 


By  indentures  of  the  1 8th  and   15th  of  Deceder 

fc'sudf  ^"""^    1S3*»  certain  estates  were  conveyed  by  Lord  WrZferfqf 

absent  parties   and  his  eldest  son  to  trustees,  to  raise  a  sum  of  462,000'' 

This  was  to  be  applied,  in  the  first  place,  in  paymeo^ 

of  certain  specified  charges  which  did  not  exhaust  the 

whole,  and  the  residue  was  to  be  paid  to  Lord  fVelled^ 
the  Defendant  c     i^- 
assigned  the      ^^^  "'^  ^^"  "^^• 
subject-matter 
of  the  suit : 
Held,  that  the 
assignee  was  a  between  Lord  Welledey  of  the  one  part,  and  Messt^' 

p^y,*^d        Springall  and  Thompson  of  the  other  part,  Lord  »Vi- 

that  the  Court  lesley  appointed  the  surplus  of  the  462,0002.  to  Messf** 

cessary,  grant    Springall  and  Thompson^  upon  trust  to  pay,  in  such  ord^^ 

an  injunction    ^nj  priority,  and  in  such  manner  and  way,  in  all  respect^' 
to  restrain  any  x-  j^  ■      j  r 

further  assign-  as  the  said  trustees  should  in  their  discretion  think  fit,  ^ 

™  Sched  1  d     ^^^  several  persons  whose  names  were  specified  in  tl»* 

creditors  to  a  fir^ 

creditor's  (a)  Ord.  Can.  175. 

deed,  who 

were  not  parties  thereto,  held  not  necessary  parties  to  a  suit  by  a  subsequent  ineof^ 

brancer,  to  have  the  monies  out  of  which  it  was  intended  to  pay  such  creditc^^ 

raised,  the  trustees  being  parties. 
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rst  and  second  schedules  thereunder  written,  the  several        1844* 
inns  of  money  set  opposite  to  their  respective  names,     ^^^^^^^ 
eing  respectively  principal  sums  or  debts  alleged  to  be  «. 

ae  by  Lord  Wellesley  to  such  several  persons,  upon  Wright. 
tdgment,  bond,  and  simple  contract,  or  otherwise^  or 
>  much  of  the  same  several  sums,  as  the  said  trustees 
lould  agree  to  pay,  in  full  for  such  respective  debts, 
id  pay  the  residue  to  Lord  Wellesley.  The  schedules 
)Dtained  the  names  of  180  creditors,  but  none  of  them 
ere  parties  to  the  deed. 

In  1886,  Lord  WeUedey  granted  to  the  Plaintiff  an 
iDuity,  for  securing  which  he  charged  the  surplus  of 
16  462,006il,  after  satisfying  the  sums  mentioned  in  the 
sed  of  the  16th  oi  December  1884. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  9th  of  January  1841,  to 
ave  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  the  15th  of  December 
884  carried  into  execution,  and  to  obtain  payment  of 
le  Plaintiff's  annuity  which  was  in  arrear. 

None  of  the  creditors  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  the 
Sth  of  December  1884  were  made  parties  to  the  suit, 
at  the  bill  prayed,  that,  if  necessary,  this  bill  might 
^  Uken  to  be  a  bill  on  behalf  of  all  persons  interested 
^  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  December 
384. 

One  4>f  ibe  Defendants,  by  his  answer,  submitted 
hether  the  several  creditors  n^med  in  the  schedules 
^'the  deed  of  the  16lh  of  December  1884  were  pro- 
^)y  represented  in  this  suit,  and  he  stated,  that  on  the 
•dofJiin^  1842,  Lord  fVelleslei/ nnd  his  son  had  con- 
'^ed  the  trust  estate  to  John  Smith  of  Begent  Street^  in 
^^  for  securing  a  sum  of  7000/.,  which  mortgage  was 
^^ted  before  the  Defendant  was  served  with  the 
G  g  8  subpcena 
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.1844«       subpoena  in  this  suit,  and  he  submitted  whether  JUb 
Smith  was  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Kinierdey,  and  Mr.  Ckandless  for  the  Huntiff. 
The  schedule  creditors  not  being  parties  to  the  deed, 
acquired  no  interest  in  the  estate^  nor  any  right  to 
enforce  the  trusts  of  the  deed ;  Garrard  y.  Lord  htt 
derdtde  (a),  Foster  v.  Blackstone.  {b)  Their  numbers 
would  also  render  it  impossible  to  proceed  in  this  soiti 
if  they  were  all  made  parties. 

Smith  J  being  a  purchaser  jp^cfeii/e2iV^,  is  bound  by  die 
proceedings,  and  need  not  and  cannot  be  made  a  ptrtf 
to  this  bill  (c) ;  this  bill  cannot  therefore  be  said  to  be 
defective  for  want  of  parties. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Toller,  contrh.  The  creditors 
are  necessary  parties ;  for  circumstances  may  have  hap- 
pened since  the  deed  was  communicated  to  them,  which 
give  them  an  indefeasible  interest  in  the  trusts  of  the 
deed.  The  Plaintiff  has  an  interest  opposed  to  that 
of  the  creditors;  their  rights  cannot  be  adjudicated  on 
in  their  absence.  The  Defendants,  however,  do  not 
require  that  they  should  all  be  made  parties :  all  they 
want  is  to  have  them  substantially  represented,  by  makiDg 
some  of  the  class  Defendants,  by  which  means  they 
will  be  bound  and  prevented  instituting  a  multiplicity 
of  suits  of  their  own. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     Where  some  only  of* 
class  are  made  parties,  it  is  a  very  inaccurate  mode  ^ 
expression  to  say  that  they  represent  the  rest    T^ 
others  may  be  perfectly  ignorant  of  the  proceedings,  a^ 

{a)  3  Sim.  1.,  and  2  Rutt,  *  {c)  See  Bishop  of  WmAe^ 

M.  451.  V.  Tmne^  1 1  Yes.  197.;  AfrfcT-^ 

(5)  1  Jfyl.iK, 2»7.,and3 a.  v.  Pulverioft,  9  Fes. ^  B, 20^ - 
4-  Fin.  456. 
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of  what  is  really  going  on.    It  is  a  matter  of  convenience        1 844. 

or  necessity  when  the  Court  allows  one  to  sue  on  behalf 

of  the  rest   In  consequence  of  the  difficulty  arising  from 

the  number  of  parties  interested,  the  Court  relies  on  the 

assistance  of  one  of  the  class,  on  the  faith  that  having  the 

same  interest  with  the  absent  parties,  the  facts  as  afiecting 

them  will  be  fidrly  brought  before  the  Court     But  in 

such  a  case  as  this,  how  could  you  prevent  another  of 

the  same  class  filing  his  own  bill,  if  he  will  not  submit 

to  be  represented  by  the  person  party  to  the  record  ? 

Besides  which,  the  Defendants  named  to  represent  the 

class  would,  in  this  case,  be  selected  by  the  Plaintiff 

himself;  if  those  only  whom  the  Plaintiff  pleases  be 

made  parties,  it  would  be  strange  to  say  that  the  others, 

who  are  absent,  would  be  bound.] 

The  principle  of  representation  has,  however,  long 
been  sanctioned ;  Cockbum  v.  Thompson  (a),  Jdair  v. 
nie  New  Bioer  Campamf.  (6)  Though  the  conveyance 
to  Smiih  was  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  still  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  suit  has  been  duly  registered  as  directed 
by  the  2  Viet.  c.  1 1.  {c\  and  therefore  he  would  not  be 
boond  by  it 

Mr.  KindersUy^  in  reply.  It  is  for  the  interest  of  all 
parties  that  the  462,000/.  should  be  raised,  and  the 
Court  will  then  see  to  its  due  distribution. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  comes  before  me  upon  two  objections  for 
want  of  parties  taken  by  the  Defendant. 

.    One  objection  is,  that  certain  creditors  named  in  the 
schedules  to  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  December  18S4,  are 

not 
(a)  16  K«f.02'l.  (c)  S.  vii. 

'  (ft)  11  F«.444. 

Gg  4 
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il844.       not  any  of  them  substantially  made  parties  to  this  suii 
The  other  is,  that  Smith,  the  assignee  of  the  interest 
Lord  Welledeyj  under  a  deed,  executed  subsequoit 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  is  not  before  the  Court 

The  case  seems  to  be  that  Lord  Wellesla/f  being  in 
debted,  and  his  estates  being  subject  to  charges  of  ] 
amount,  in  1834,  soon  after  his  son  came  of  age,  mad^Hae 
arrangements  for  raising  a  large  sum  of  money  to  satisfj^gr 
the  charges ;  and  accordingly,  in  December  1834,  a  pro 
vision  was  made  for  raising  462,000^,  which  was,  in  tb^HC 

first  place,  to  be  applied  in  satis&ction  of  the  severs 1 

charges  on  the  estates  which  were  enumerated  in  th^^ie 
deed.  The  amount  of  the  charges  was  less  than  th  * 
amount  to  be  raised,  and  the  surplus  was  intended  fo-  r 
the  benefit  of  Lord  Wellesley. 

It  seems  to  have  been  part  of  the  same  transactioii^^ 
that  thb  surplus  should   be  applied  in  the  particula— .^ 
manner  stated  in  the  deed  of  the  16th  o{  December  188L  i* 
By  this  deed.  Lord  fFelleslet/  appointed  the-  surplus  t^  "^ 
Springall  and  Thompsorh  in  trust  to  apply  it  as  they  shoul^^ 
think  fit,  in  payment  of  the  scheduled  creditors,  an^^ 
to  hold  the  surplus  upon  trust  for  Lord   WeUesU;^^* 
There  appear  to  be  about  ISO  names  set  forth  in  th^^ 
schedules,  but  none  of  them  are  parties  to  the  deed  -^-^ 
These  creditors,  not  being  parties  to  the  deed,  and  no^^ 
being  in  a  situation  to  demand  the  execution  of  th^^ 
trusts,  must  each  depend  upon  Lord  Wettedey  for  pay-- — 
ment  of  his  demand. 

In  1836,  grants  of  annuity  were  made  to  the  Plaintiff"''^ 
by  Lord  Wellesley,  which  were  secured  upon  the  surplus. 

After  the  great,  I  may  say  wilful,  delay,  that  has 
taken  place  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  I  am  not 

surprised 
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surprised  that  these  objections  for  want  of  parties,  in  1844. 
the  nature  of  a  dilatory,  are  now  made  by  them. 
Fhrst,  as  to  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to 
this  deed,  I  am  by  no  means  persuaded  that  it  was 
necessary  to  make  any  of  them  parties ;  I  do  not  know 
bow  they  could  make  any  claim  or  insist  on  the  per- 
formance of  the  trust  of  a  deed  executed  by  Lord 
Wetledejf^  merely  for  making  a  provision  for  the  payment 
of  his  own  debts ;  and  the  deed  giving  to  the  creditors 
no  interest  in  the  estate,  or  in  the  produce  of  the  estate. 

If  I  were  wrong  in  that  conclusion,  then  comes  the 
question,  whether  I  am  to  consider  them  sufficientiy  re- 
presented in  this  suit.  The  argument  is  singular  when 
you  have  regard  to  the  position  of  the  parties ;  for  if, 
under  this  deed,  the  scheduled  creditors  have  an  interest 
to  be  protected,  I  cannot  think  that  the  solicitor  of  the 
Plaintiff  is  the  proper  person  to  act  for  them.  That, 
however,  is  not  the  question  before  me ;  the  question  is, 
whether,  supposing  they  are  necessary  parties,  their  in- 
terests will  be  su£Scientiy  protected,  not  whether  there 
b  a  representation  of  their  interests. 

Every  body  must  be  conscious  of  the  great  difficulties 
which  exist  in  cases  of  this  kind.  The  Court,  in  con- 
finrmity  with  the  principles  of  equity,  has  adopted  a 
general  rule,  not  to  dispose  of  any  matter,  not  to  bind 
any  man's  interest,  or  make  any  declaration  of  any 
man's  right,  in  his  absence. 

The  complication  of  human  affairs  has,  however,  be* 
come  such,  that  it  is  impossible  always  to  act  strictly  on 
this  general  rule.  Cases  arise,  in  which,  if  you  hold  it 
necessary  to  bring  before  the  Court  every  person  having 
^^  interest  in  the  question,  the  suit  could  never  be 
bought  to  a  conclusion.    The  consequence  would  be 

that 
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1844<.       that  if  the  Court  adhered  to  the  strict  mle^  there  wonld^ 
in  many  cases,  be  a  denial  of  justice.    This  baa  i 
the  Courts  to  sanction  a  rekxatioa  of  the  role. .  Andi^  MP=^^ 
accordingly,  they  have  said,  if  we  can  be  satisfied  tfaat».^( 
we  have  before  the  Court,  persons  whose  interests  ar^aw    e 
the  same  as  the  interests  of  those  who  are  absent,  we  wilF  ^W 
be  content  to  hear  the  cause  upon  the  argument  of  i 
persons ;  and  if  we  are  then  satisfied  that  tlie  i 
been  fairly  and  honestly  presented,  we  will  order  the  i 
tribution  of  the  fund  on  the  representation  of  the  ] 
present.    Though  the  Court  will  thus  make  a  distribatioo 
I  have  never  heard  that  the  proceedings  in  the  feuit  are= 
to  all  intents,  binding  on  the  absent  parties.     So  fiv  a= 
I  know,  it  has  never  declared  that  the  absent  persons  i 
to  be  cut  off  from  all  chance  of  correcting  any  em>  -^^'^ 
which,  in  consequence  of  their  absence,  may  have 
made  to  their  prejudice,     llie  Courts,  in  these 
are  always  running  the  risk  of  doing  what  may  be  ] 
judicial  to  the  absent  parties. 

A  vague  sort  of  expression  has  been  used  in  tbi 
cases,  that  you  must  have  a  **  substantial  representation  i 
but  it  really  comes  to  this,  that  in  simple  cases  th^ 
Court  requires  all  parties  interested  to  be  present,  buV 
in  a  complicated  matter  it  is  contented  with  somethin] 
less.    This  is  the  reason  why  often,  in  vague  langoage, 
you  speak  of  **  substantial  representation."    It  is,  how-  ""^  ^ 

ever,  a  rule  of  convenience,  and  nothing  is  more  rmgae^^^ 
for  the  Court  is  under  the  necessity  of  considering  tfae^    ^^ 
circumstances  of  each  case,  and  the  degree  of  difficultjr        "^^ 
in  the  proceeding :  this  makes  it  necessary  to  give  minute        ^ 


and  careful  attention  to  the  matters,  to  look  at  the  nature 
of  the  case  and  of  the  suit,  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  and 
whether  there  are  any  adverse  interests  to  protect. 

I  think,  that  if  it  is  necessary  to  have  some  person 
to  represent  the  interest  of  the  creditors  mentioned  in 

the 
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die  deed)  we  have  persons  sufficient;   we  bave  the        1844* 
tnistees,  one  of  whom  is  the  assignee  of  a  beneficial 
interest  under  a  creditor* 

I  lay  out  of  sight  the  observation,  that  the  individual 
who  represents  the  trustees  is  the  solicitor  of  the  Plain- 
tiff. There  have  been  instances  in  which  parties  having 
adverse  interests  have  been  represented  by  one  solicitor, 
and  yet  the  case  has  been  very  properly  conducted,  in 
such  a  way  as  to  bring  before  the  Court  every  thbg 
necessary  for  maintaining  the  interest  of  each.  -  In  many 
ca3es,  however,  a  very  considerable  and  serious  injury 
has  resulted  from  that  mode  of  conducting  a  case.  Sir 
John  Leach  laid  down  the  rule,  that  in  no  case  what- 
ever should  a  solicitor  act  for  Plaintiff  and  Defendant ; 
and  if  he  found  that  was  done,  he  took  strong  measures 
to  put  a  stop  to  it :  but  the  rule  could  not  be  enforced, 
for  the  solicitor  had  the  power  of  resorting  to  the  ex- 
pedient  of  acting  by  another  solicitor  nominated  by 
himself.  Experience  of  this  has  made  me  come  to  the 
conclusion,  that  where  the  same  person  acts  for  persons 
supposed  to  have  adverse  interests,  it  is  better  that  the 
truth  should  be  known,  than  that  there  should  be  a  pre- 
tence of  different  solicitors  acting,  when,  in  point  of  fact, 
there  is  but  one ;  in  the  one  case  you  have  vigilance 
and  attention  paid  to  the  subject,  which  would  not  be 
if  there  was  a  mutual  accommodation  of  names.  Having 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  deed,  and  of  the  suit  and 
other  particulars,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  first  objection 
must  be  overruled. 

With  respect  to  the  other  technical  objection,  as  to 
Smithy  I  am  inclined  to  think  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case^  that  he  ought  to  be  made  a  party  to  these 
proceedings,  but  that  cannot  be  done  by  amendment. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Kindersley.  The  objection  is  to  the  present  re- 
cord ;  however,  we  will  undertake  to  bring  him  before 
the  Court  by  supplemental  bilL 

The  Master  qfihe  Rolls. 

If  necessary,  you  may  apply  for  an  injunction  to  pre- 
vent the  Defendant  making  future  assignments,  (a) 

Order. 

It  was  declared  that,  according  to  the  present  state  of  the  record, 
the  parties  mentioned  in  the  first  objection  were  not  necessary  par- 
ties in  this  suit,  and  the  Plaintiff  undertaking  to  file  a  supplemental 
bill  to  make  John  Smith  a  party  to  this  suit,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
said  objections  be  over-ruled,  and  the  costs  were  reserved  to  the 
hearing. 


Where  an 
answer  is 
found  imper- 
tinent, the 
Plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the 
costs,  and  the 
Master  has  no 
discretion  on 
the  subject. 


LEWIS  r.  SMITH- 

rriHE  facts  of  this  case  suflSciently  appear  from  the 
-'-  judgment  of  the  Court. 


Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Shebbeare^  for  the  Defendant 
Green. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  was  a  petition  of  the  Defendant  John  HatTf 
Green^  praying  that  a  certificate  of  impertioenoa'  in^tlii 
answer,  and  a  svbpcena  for  costs,  might  be  dischai^gML  . 

In  the  month  of  January  1844,  the  Plaintiff,  alleging 
impertinence  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendaaty  procured 

ibe 

(a)  Dalif  ▼.  Kelly^  4  DowU  P.  C.  p.  44a 
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tlie  usual  order  of  reference  to  the  Master;  and  on  the        1844. 
6th  ol  FAruary^  the  Master  being  of  opinion  that  the 
answer  was  impertinent  to  a  largQ  extent,  made  his  re- 
port or  certificate  accordingly. 

The  Master,  at  the  same  time,  stated,  that  in  the  view 
which  he  took  of  the  case,  it  was  not  a  case  for  costs, 
and  that  he  should  not  give  costs  against  the  De- 
fendant. 

This  was  done,  on  the  supposition  that  the  Master 
had  a  discretion  upon  the  subject  of  costs  in  such  a 
case :  but  this  was  denied  by  the  Plaintiff*. 

The  certificate  was  filed  on  the  8th  of  February^  and 
on  that  day,  the  Plaintiflf  gave  notice  to  the  Defendant, 
that  he  should  proceed  to  tax  and,  if  necessary,  to  en- 
force payment  of  the  costs  in  the  usual  manner ;  and, 
further,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  to  refrain  from  ex- 
cepting, on  the  supposition  that  he  was  not  liable  to 
costs. 

To  this  the  Defendant  answered,  that  the  Master  had 
given  no  costs,  and  he  relied  on  that. 

The  Plaintiff,  however,  persevered,  and  on  further 
consideration  the  Master  was  of  opinion,  that  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
costs,  and  that  the  Master  had  no  discretion  on  the  sub- 
ject ;  and  accordingly,  after  the  warrant  to  expunge  was 
taken  out,  and  the  costs  left,  the  taxing  Master  was  re- 
quested to  tax  them.  They  were  taxed,  and  a  subpceiia 
for  payment  of  them  was  issued. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Master  has  no  authority  to 
determine  whether  the  Defendant  is  or  is  not  to  pay  the 
costs  occasioned  by  impertinence  in  his  answer. 

Before 
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Before  the  order  of  December  1883,  after  the  imper- 
tinence had  been  found,  the  PiaintiflPwas  entitled,  as  of 
course,  to  an  order  to  expunge  the  impertinent  matter, 
and  for  the  taxation  and  payment  of  the  costs,  {a)  And 
the  22nd  Order  (6),  directing  the  Master  to  expunge  the 
impertinence,  and  enabling  him,  without  further  order, 
to  tax  the  costs,  did  not  do  more  than  relieve  the 
Plaintiff  from  the  expence  of  obtaining  an  order,  which 
he  was  previously  entitled  to  as  of  course. 

The  Master  was  enabled  to  do,  without  order,  that 
which  before  he  could  only  do  under  an  order,  which 
the  Plaintiff  obtained  as  of  course. 


It  appears  to  me  that  the  Master's  second  thoughts 
were  right,  and  that  he  had  no  discretion  to  refuse  the 
costs  which  the  Plaintiff  demanded. 

On  reading  the  affidavits,  and  after  communicating 
with  the  Master,  I  have  great  doubt  whether  the  De* 
fendant  was  really  misled,  or  under  any  mistake  which 
prevented  him  from  endeavouring  to  obtain  relief  from 
the  report  in  due  time. 

Nevertheless,  it  may  have  been  so ;  and  if  the  De- 
fendant now  informs  me  that  he  is  advised  that  he  has 
good  ground  for  excepting  to  the  report,  I  think  that  I 
ought  to  give  him  leave  to  do  so,  and  to  stay  the  pro- 
ceeding for  the  costs  until  the  exceptions  are  disposed 
of.  (c) 

If  he  does  not  now  intend  to  except,  I  must  dismiss 
this  petition. 


(a)  See  Hinders  Pr.  256.,  1 
Tum.^  V.Pr.  783.,  1  Newland't 
Pr,  277.,  1  Harrison's  Chanc.  Pr. 
193.  J  Muscott  V.  Hal/ied,  4  B.  C. 
C.  222.;  and  Tyrrely.  Redi/er^ 
1  Mer.  152. 


{b)  Of  dines  Can.  SO. 

{c)  See  also  Desemget  v.  Gre- 
gort/f  6  Sim.  473. ;  and  JEverHi 
V,  Prythergckf  12  Sim.  464. 
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HARVEY  V.  SHELTON.  j^^  5.  4. 

^■iHIS  was  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  Award  set 

-'-   to  set  aside  an  award;  the  material  circomstances  ^u^a  oPin. 

i^ating  to  which  were  as  follows ;  terviews  hav- 

ing taken 
place  between 

Disputes  arose  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  the  arbitrator 

and  one  party, 
which  gave  rise  to  a  cross  suit,  which  proceeded  to  a  in  the  absence 

decreie  to  take  the  accounts.     The  parties  thereupon  ^^s^^ikrmis. 
referred  the  matters  in  difference  to  the  arbitration  of  a  conduct  on 

Mr.  Wakefield.  Ihe^on 

applying,  will 

Two  meetings  took  place  between  the  parties  before  the  Court 

the  arbitrator,  on  the  26th  and  27th  a(  September  184S,  ^^^^^^^ 

respectively;  and  on  the  second  occasion,  it  was  arranged,  for  the  matter 

that  the  accounts  should  be  referred  to  Mr.  Narris  an  jue^^mini'^ 

accountant      It  was  sworn,  on  the  one  side,  that  at  tration  of 

the  second  meeting  it  was  agreed  that  a  further  meeting  ^"  a  motion 

of  the  parties  should  take  place  before  the  arbitrator ;  was  made  to 
,         ,.  1.11       1         1         .1  dismiss  a  bilL 

but  this  was  denied  by  the  other  side.  in  pursuance 

of  an  award ; 

it  came  on 
Norrisj  however,  proceeded  in  the  examination  of  the  upon  the  last 

accounts,  but  before  the  award  was  made,  the  following  unjer^the  sta' 
circumstance  took  place,  which  was  relied  on  as  inva-  tute,  an  ap- 

lidating  the  award :  —  coufd  be  made 

to  set  aside 
the  award. 
"  On  the  6th  of  December,  SkeUon  was  sent  for  by  The  respon- 

the  arbitrator,  to  meet  him  at  the  oflSce  of  the  ac-  ^^"jg'Jb^ec. 

cbuntant,  on  which  occasion  he  was  called  upon  to  tionstothe 

explain  an  entry  of  350/.  in  the  ledger,  and  which  SJJfmotlon 

Shelton  was  ordered 
to  stand  over, 
^urith  liberty  for  the  respondent  to  give  notice  of  motion  to  dispute  the  award : 
Held,  that  thu  operated  as  an  extension  of  the  time. 
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1844.        Shelton  pointed  out  to  the  arbitrator  to  have  been  acci i- 

dentally  overlooked  by  the  accountant,  and  with  whicl    ^h 
the  arbitrator  was  satisfied;  and  nothing  else  whatevei^r^f 
passed  or  took  place  at  such  meeting,  in  relation  to  tha^  Mt 
matters  in  reference,  or  any  of  tliem.     On  the  27th  oi  '^CDf 
January^  Shelton  was  again  sent  to  by  the  arbitratore^T^i 
to  meet  him  at  the  office  of  the  accountant,  when  be  wasB-^flu 
again  called  upon  by  the  arbitrator  to  explain,  as  h^^  je 
thought,  an  omission  of  37/.  105.  in  the  account,  and  on^9»  je 
or  two  other  small  omissions,  all  of  which  sums  Shdicmr^mn 
pointed  out;  upon  which  the  arbitrator  was  satisfied-.  A, 
and  the  accountant  expressed  his  surprise  that  he  bacE=3l 
overlooked  the  same,  and  regretted  to  have  thus  troable<E=l 
Helton  ;  and  nothing  else  passed  between  Shelton  and  th^^ve 
arbitrator  on  such  last  occasion,  or  at  any  other  time     -^y 
except  in  giving  the  explanations  hereinbefore  mentione(==I 
and  required  by  such  arbitrator." 

Neither  the  Plaintiff  nor  any  person  on  his  behalf  f 
was  present  at  these  meetings  between  Shelton  and  ther''*^ 
arbitrator. 


On  the  other  hand,  it  was  objected,  that  Harvey  ha 
sent  to  the  arbitrator  a  letter  relating  to  the  matterTj^m** 
which  he  had  not  communicated  to  the  other  side,  and^ 
that  he  also  had  attended  the  arbitrator  and  accountant;^ 
in  the  absence  of  Shelton. 

Mr.  W.  T.  Daniel,  in  support  of  the  motion,  con- 
tended, that  the  award  was  invalid  ;  first,  because  at  the 
second  meeting,  it  had  been  agreed  that  a  further 
meeting  of  the  parties  should  take  place,  yet  the  award 
had  been  made  without  any  such  further  meeting  having 
been  had.  In  Dodtngton  v.  Hudson  (a),  the  De- 
fendant's 
(a)  1  Bingham^  984, 


Shvlton; 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.     .  457 

Tendant's  attorney,  swore  he  understood  the  arbitrator       1844. 
meant  to  have  called  another  meeting,  and  none  having    ^2][Jj^^ 
been  iiad,  the  Court  set  aside  the  award.     So  in  Pepper     ^    9. 
▼•  Garham{d)^  where  arbitrators,  who  had  proceeded  in 
a  reference,  informed  the  Defendant,  who  was  present  at 
the  meeting,  that  they  would  suspend  their  proceed- 
ings till  the  books  of  account  had  been  referred  to,  it 
was  held,  that  the  having  afterwards  made  an  award  in 
his  absence^  without  examining  such  bboks,  was  a  good 
groond  for  setting  aside  the  award.    And  in  Walker  v. 
PrMAeriJi)^  an  award  was  set  aside,  the  arbitrator 
having  received  evidence,  after  notice  to  the  parties  that 
he  would  receive  no  more^  in  which  they  acquiesced. 

Seooodly,  because  there  had  been  private  meetings 
between  Shelian  and]  the  Arbitrator,  where  statements 
had  been  made  in  the  absence  of  the  Plaintiff,  which 
the  Plaintiff  had  not  the  opportunity  of  meeting,  and 
which  influenced  the  arbitrator's  decision ;  and  that  this 
was  manifestly  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of  justice. 

Thus  where  a  private  examination  of  a  party  by 
arbitrators  had  taken  place,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
set  aside  an  award :  in  the  Matter  of  Hick,  (c) 

'    Thirdly,  he  relied  on  errors  in  the  award,  the  par- 
ticulars of  which,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state. 

Mn  Turner  and  Mr.  Qlasse  contra.  On  the  first  point, 
the  evidence  shews  distinctly  that  there  was  no  arrange- 
ment nlade  i^t  the  second  meeting  for  a  further  hearing. 
Att  tiiit  then  remained  to  be  done,  was  a  matter  of 
accoimt  to  be  settled  by  the  arbitrator  with  the  assist- 

anee  c^tte  accountant 

Secondly, 

(a)  iJUoorr,  US.  (c)  s  Taunt.  694. 

iff)  0  r«r.  70.;  and  tee  In  re 
Pletn^  Q.  ir.,  Janmary  29, 1S45. 
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Secondly,  the  interviews  between  tbe  arbitrator  anij^^^id 
Shelton  on  the  subject  of  the  accounts,  do  not  invalidnt^    Mi. 
the  award.     It  was  a  mere  mercantile  arbitrafioii.    Ir:^  ja 
Matson  v.  Trcnoer  (a)  each  of  the  parties  had  been 
mined  in  the  absence  of  the  other,  and  it  haying  I 
objected,   that  the  award    was   void  in 
Chief  Justice  Abbott  said,  ^  It  does  not  appear 
either  party  desired  to  be  present  when  the  other  wa 
examined ;  legal  men  indeed  usually  examine  one  p««^  —^ 
in  the  presence  of  the  other,  but  among  mercant 
persons  a  different  practice  prevails ;  the  umpire  i 
was  a  mercantile  man,  and  the  Defendants  not  havii^  ^ 
expressed  a  desire  to  be  present  at  the  examination  ^of 
the  Plaintiffs,  cannot  now  object  to  its  having  tak^n 
place  in  their  absence."     Again  the  Plaintiff  himself 
has   been   guilty  of  equal  irregularity  by  common  I- 
eating  privately,  by  letter,   with   the  arbitrator,  zm^i 
by  attending  alone. 


Mr.  Parker,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Danielj  in  reply. 

Watson  on  Arbitration  (i)  and  Fdhei'stone  v.  Cooper  C  '^^» 
were  also  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


ch 


This  is  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  award,  to  >vhi< 
two  distinct  objections  are  taken.  The  first  obj6cti^^^^ 
is,  that  at  the  meeting  on  the  27th  of  SejfieuJ^^^ 
1843,  when  all  parties  were  heard,  it  was  distinct — ^' 
arranged,  or  at  least  it  was  by  Mr.  Harvey  unde  '  ^ 
stood  to  be  distinctly  arranged,  that  there  should  t:^^ 

anolh^'-'' 
(a)  Ry.  <$•  Moo.  17.  (c)  9  Ve$.  69^ 

(6)  P.  75.  217.  249. 
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another  meeting  of  all  the  parties  before  the  arbitrator,  1644. 
for  further  discussiog  their  rights  and  interests;  yet, 
contrary  to  that  arrangement  or  dnderstandii^  no  such 
mhBeqaeQt  meeting  ever  took  place,  and  that  on  this 
aooount,  the  proceedings  were  irregolar  and  the  award 
ought  to  be  set  aside. 

It  is  next  alleged,  that  between  the  meeting  of  the 
27th  ci  September  and  the  date  of  the  award  on  the  ISth 
of  JFebruary  1844,  when  the  award  was  made,  the  arbi- 
trator had  two  private  meetings  with  one  of  the  litigant 
parties,  in  relation  to  the  matters  which  were  the  subjects 
of  the  arbitration ;  which  is  contrary  to  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  justice,  and  that  in  consequence  of  that  irre- 
gularity and  impropriety  the  award  ought  to  be  set 
aside* 

I  shall  make  but  one  observation  upon  the  first  of 
these  ofcgections,  because  the  really  material  one  is  the 
second.  I  think  that  both  parties  may  very  reasonably 
be  supposed  to  be  mistaken  on  this  pQint,  for  each  of  the 
two  parties  having  been  heard  at  length  before  the  ar- 
bitrator, and  having  stated  what  he  thought  fit^  the  matter 
was  refinrred  to  an  accountant,  agreed  on  by  both  parties, 
in  whose  hands  the  books  and  documents  relating  to  the 
ipatter  in  question  were  to  be  deposited,  and  both  parties 
were  to  have  access  to  them  in  the  presence  of  the  ac- 
countant. Now  it  might  reasonably  enough  have  been 
mpposed,  on  the  one  hand,  when  the  several  parties  had 
discussed  their  rights  before  the  arbitrator,  if  nothing  re- 
naiiied  but  to  take  theaccounts  by  the  examination  of  the 
jooks,  in  the  ordinary  way,  that  there  might  be  no  occa- 
non  for  any  other  meeting  before  the  arbitrator,  for  the 
purpose  of  adversely  discussing  their  rights ;  on  the  other 
baddy  it  was  perfectly  reasonable  for  either  party  to  sup- 
pose, that  i^  tipon  the  examination  of  the  books,  disputed 
>    .      •  Hh  2  items 
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1844,  ^  items  or  questions  should  arise,  the  parties  should  hav  i  ^  Me 
the  opportunity  of  discussing  them  before  the  arbitratoK-  ^nr. 
I  think  that  the  state  of  things  was  such,  and  the  facts  c^m»  of 
such  a  nature,  that  one  may  reasonably  suppose^  that  eacs^sir 
party  formed  some  erroneous  notion  on  the  sabjecL 

If  this  matter  had  afterwards  proceeded  with  perfcai     xt 
regularity,  I  should  have  conceived,  that  it  was  open  aHBo 
the  arbitrator  to  have  a  further  meeting  or  not,  accordin^a^ 
as  the  exigency  of  the  matter  might  require,  and  th  ^stt 
if  the  matter  did  not  require  a  further  meetings  he  roig^Bt 
have  properly  made  his  award  without  one.    This  is  tK^e 
view  1  take  of  the  first  question. 

With  regard  to  the  second  question,  we  most  look 
to  the  situation  in  which  these  parties  stood.  Thex% 
were  questions  upon  the  accounts  which  might  have  <o 
be  discussed.  The  accounts  were  to  be  examined,  ar^d 
it  might  be  material  that  each  party  should  have  acoe^^^ 
not  only  to  the  books,  but  also  to  the  Accountant  wSr^^ 
was  examining  them  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  co'^^ 
elusions  from  them.  Mr.  Shelton  seems  to  have  be^^ 
perfectly  familiar  with  the  accounts  and  the  books;  tV^^ 
other  party  had  not  had  the  same  opportunities.  Tf^^ 
Arbitrator  distinctly  states,  that  the  books  were  to  ty^ 
left  with  him,  and  that  either  party  was  to  be  at  libertj^ 
to  examine  such  books  in  his  presence.  It  does  not 
appear  whether  Mr.  SheUon  ever  availed  himself  of  that 
right,  but  my  impression  from  the  affidavits  is,  that  he 
did  not;  though  he  certainly  had  a  right  to  attend 
Mr.  Norris  to  look  at  the  books.  I  think  it  must  be 
considered  that  he  had  a  right  to  make  such  commu* 
nications  to  Mr.  Norris,  who  was  not  the  Judge,  bat 
merely  an  assistant  on  that  occasion.  Mr.  Harvey^ 
whatever  might  have  been  his  right,  seems,  with  the 
consent  of  Mr.  Norris^  to  have  gone  a  very  considerable 

length. 
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leogtb,  for  he  attended  Mr.  Narris,  had  an  opportimity  1844. 
of  seeing  the  abstracts  and  extracts  which  Mr.  Norris 
had  made  from  the  accounts,  which  he  corrected  and 
checked  by  the  books,  and,  according  to  the  statement^ 
Mr.  Norris  was,  in  general,  satisfied  with  what  was  done. 
It  does  not  appear  that,  at  the  period  to  which  I  am 
now  referring,  he  had  had  any  communication  whatever 
with  the  Arbitrator. 

The  matter  seems  to  have  gone  on  till  the  month  of 
December  184S,  when  this  circumstance  took  place: 
Mr.  Norris  found  himself  in  diflSculty  with  respect  to 
the  sum  of  350/.;  he  communicated  it  to  Mr.  fVake-' 
Jleldf  who  also  had  a  diflSculty  on  it,  and  Mr.  Wakefield 
then  summoned  Mr.  Shelton^  one  of  the  litigant  parties, 
to  attend  him,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  this  matter. 
It  is  greatly  to  be  regretted  that  he  did  not,  at  the 
same  time,  summon  Mr.  Haroey  to  attend  him.  I  must 
assume  that  Mr^Harvei/  had  an  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion respecting  the  item  of  SBOL^  because  the  account 
was  to  be  taken  in  which  he  was  interested ;  however, 
Mr.  Wakefield  sends  for  Mr.  Shelton  for  his  opinion, 
consults  him  on  the  matter,  and  after  that  consultation 
and  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Harvey j  he  becomes,  in  some 
way  or  other,  satisfied  in  respect  of  that  item  of  350/. 
Whether  the  result  of  such  satisfaction  was  accordant 
with  or  contrary  to  the  interest  of  Mr.  Harvey  does  not 
appear.  There  is  no  proof,  nor  in  such  a  case  do  I 
apprehend  there  could  be  proof,  that  the  result  to  which 
Mn  Wakefield  came  was  in  any  way  prejudicial  to  Mr. 
Barvey.  However,  we  have  this  state  of  things :  a 
qaesdon  arises  aflfecting  the  interest  of  Mr.  Harvey;  the 
Judge  has  a  private  interview  with  one  party,  discusses 
the  matter  with  him,  and  through  the  representations 
made  by  that  one  in  the  absence  of  the  other,  he  be- 
ccMnes  satisfied,  and  comes  to  a  conclusion  on  it. 

H  h  S  A  similar 
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1844<.  A  similar  proceeding  took  place  on  a  subsequent  (w- 

casion.  There  ivere  other  items  in  respect  of  wfaidi 
difficnlties  again  arose ;  Mr.  SheUon  is  again  smnmoaed^ 
the  other  party  is  not  summoned;  yb.  Shdtm  bai 
a  private  interview  with  the  arbitrator,  the  matter  b 
discussed  between  them,  explanations  are  given,  die 
result  of  which  explanation  is,  that  the  arbitrator  it 
satisfied,  and  the  interest  of  Mr.  Harvey^  whether  for  or 
against  him,  is  again  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Ar- 
bitrator (so  far  as  it  can  be  binding),  which  was  made 
in  his  absence. 

It  is  so  ordinary  a  principle  in  the  administratiottor 
justice,  that  no  party  to  a  cause  can  be  allowed  to  useaiijr 
means  whatsoever  to  influence  the  mind  of  the  Judges 
which  means  are  not  known  to  and  capable  of  being 
met  and  resisted  by  the  other  party,  that  it  is  imposstbh^ 
for  a  moment,  not  to  see,  that  this  was  an  extremely  in- 
discreet mode  of  proceeding,  to  say  the  very  least  of  it 
It  is  contrary  to  every  principle  to  allow  of  sod  * 
thing,  and^I  wholly  deny  the  diflference  which  is  alleged 
to  exist  between  mercantile  arbitrations  and  legal' fl^ 
bitrations.  The  first  principles  of  justice  must  be 
equally  applied  in  every  case.  Except  in  the  few  cases 
where  exceptions  are  unavoidable,  both  sides  must  be 
heard,  and  each  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  b 
every  case  in  which  matters  are  litigated,  yon  mnst 
attend  to  the  representations  made  on  both  sides,  and  f^ 
must  not,  in  the  administration  of  justice,  in  whatefer 
form,  whether  in  the  regularly  constituted  courts  or  in 
arbitrations,  whether  before  lawyers  or  merchants^  perwi^ 
one  side  to  use  means  of  influencing  the  conduct  and  the 
decisions  of  the  Judge,  which  nfeans  are  not  known  to 
the  other  side. 
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It' is  argued  in  this  case,  that  there  has  here  been  1844. 
e^ial  fiiah  on  the  other  side,  and  that  Lord  Eldon^  from 
irboBi  every  word  that  has  fallen  is  entitled  to  the  most 
profound  attention,  has  said,  that  if  an  act  of  this  sort 
is  <»iHed  in  qoeation,  the  party  who  seeks  relief  ought 
notliiniariftobetoblame.  It  is  stated,  on  this  occasion, 
Aiat  HI  the  matter  of  this  reference,  Mr.  Harvey ^  who 
DOW  eomphrins,  has  himself  been  guilty  of  just  the  same 
etraneoos  CMd^ct  as  Mr.  Skelionj  and  that  as  to  Mr. 
SUtoft  it  was  not  his  spontaneous  act,  for  that  he  re-* 
mained  passive  until  he  was  invited  by  the  Arbitrator  to 
attend.  The  truth  of  this  matter  does  not  appear  satis- 
factorily upon,  the  a£Bdavits;  but  with  respect  to  the 
letter  of  the  19th  of  January  1844,  I  cannot  allow  such 
a  matter  to  pass  without  expressing  my  disapprobation 
o(  it.  Mr.  Harvey f  in  my  opinion,  was  acting  extremely 
wrong  in  writing  such  a  letter  to  the  Arbitrator,  unless 
te  stet  a  copy  of  it  to  the  other  side ;  I  conceive  that 
he  was^  at  liberty  to  make  his  own  representation,  pro^ 
vided  he  imparted  it  to  the  other  side,  but  otherwise 
it  was  wrong.  This  sort  of  misconducit  sometimes, 
though  rarely,  occurs  here ;  long  statements  are  occa- 
sionally sent  to  roe  by  one  side ;  but  I  hand  them  over 
to  the  other  ^de,  and  take  care  that  no  kind  of  commu^ 
mcatioti"is  made  t6  xM  without  the  other  party  know- 
ing k.  I  diihk  th^  Arbitrator  should  have  done  so  with 
that  letter,  and  there  beiilg  no  proof  that  it  was  ever  sent 
to  Mr.  SkeUarii  I  cannot  let  the  circumstance  pass  with- 
out expressing  my  disapprobation. 

Though  there  was'  some  statement  made  to  the  Ar- 
bitrator by  Mr.  Harvey^  I  do  not  know  what  it  was, 
kinless  I  can  collect  it  from  the  letter  of  the  19th  of 
Jatmary;' hut  assuming  a  private  statement  to  have  been 
made^  I  must  add,  that  if  there  had  also  been  a  private 
interview,  ftnd  an  erroneous  and  improper  private  inter- 
'  .  H  h  if  view. 
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1844.  view,  between  Mr.  Harohf  and  the  Arbitrator,  I  shoal 
havie  found  it  very  difficult  to  say,  that  this  species 
misconduct  on  the  one  side  was  to  be  an  excuse  for 
mode  of  proceeding  which  was  adopted  on  the  othe 
This  is  not  a  matter  of  mere  private  coDsidaratioii 
tween  two  adverse  parties,  but  a  matter  concemiDg 
due  administration  of  justice,  in  which  all  persons  wt^^^ 
may  ever  chance  to  be  litigant,  in  courts  of  justice  "^c^. 
before  arbitrators,  have  the  strongest  interest  in  maL«^. 
taining  that  the  principles  of  justice  shall  be  carefbljy 
adhered  to  in  every  case* 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  tbis 
award  cannot  stand,  and  I  must  therefore  grant  this 
motion. 


Another  point  arose  in  this  discussion,  with  regard  to 
the  time  at  which  the  application  was  made,  and  which 
it  is  thought  convenient  to  separate  from  the  otber 
points  in  the  case. 

By  the  9  &  10  ^.  S«  c  15*  s.  2.  any  arbitration  ^^ 
umpirage,  procured  by  corruption  or  undue  means,  sb^ 
be  judged  and  esteemed  void  and  of  none  effect,  ^-^ 
accordingly  be  set  aside  by  any  court  of  law  or  eqai>^> 
so  as  complaint  of  such  corruption  or  undue  pracft-^^ 
be  made  in  the  Court  where  the  rule  is  made  for  bm:^ 
mission  to  such  arbitration  or  umpirage,  befinre  the  f^ 
day  of  the  next  term  after  such  arbitration  or  umpii^i^ 
made  and  published  to  the  parties. 

The  award  was  made  on  the  ISth  o(  February  \%4^^ 
and  communicated  on  the  SOth  March.    On  the  IS^ 
April  1844,  SheUon  moved,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  tb^ 
award,  to  dismiss  the  bill  without  costs,  but  Haroey  ob- 
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jectiogf  that  neither  the  referenoe  nor  the  award  bad 
been  made  orders  of  Court,  the  motion  was  ordered  to 
stand  over* 

On  the  18th  of  Aprils  the  reference  and  award  were, 
ex  parUy  made  orders  of  Court 

On  the  8tb  of  Mmf  (which  was  the  last  day  of  the 
next  term  after  the  award  had  been  made  and  pub- 
lished) SheUorCs  motbn  to  dismiss  was  brought  on,  when 
Ilaroaf^  counsel  stating  that  he  had  objections  to 
the  award,  the  motion  of  Shelian  was  ordered  to  stand 
over  till  the  first,  day  of  the  following  term,  and  liberty 
was  given  to  Haroejff  if  he  should  be  so  advised,  to 
give  notice  of  motion  to  dispute  the  award.  He  gave 
notice,  accordingly,  of  the  present  motion  on  the  18th 
of  May. 

It  was  now  (on  the  Srd  and  4th  of  Jub/)  objected,  on 
the  part  of  Shellon,  that  the  time  Umited  by  the  statute 
(9  &  10  W.  3.  c.  15.  s.  2.)  having  expired,  the  award 
could  not  be  now  set  aside :  Buskwarth  v.  Barron  (a) ; 
and  that  the  time  could  not  be  extended.  Juriol  v. 
Smith  (&),  JUardes  v.  CampbeU.  {c) 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said,  that  the  time  allowed 
by  the  statute  had  been  extended  by  the  leave  given 
on  the  8th  of  May  ;  that  the  order  to  make  the  sub- 
mission a  rule  ought  to  have  been  obtained  before  the 
award  had  been  made  (d)^  and  that  the  motion  to  make 
an  award  an  order  of  Court  was  not  a  motion  of  course, 

but 


(a)  3  Dmd.  P.  C.  317^  1  Har. 
i  W.  192. 
(6)  Turn.  4>  B.  ISl. 


(c)  Bunb.  965.,  Barfu  K.  B. 
159.,  and  Tur.  4*  B.  135  n. 
(</)  Paynmll  y.  King^  6  Vet.  9. 
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1B44'.       but  a  special  motion  to  be  made  upon  notice.    WilUmon. 
V.  Page,  {a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  such  a  complaint  has  been 
made  within  the  time  limited  by  the  statutCf  as  to  enable 
the  party  to  have  the  benefit  of  his  objection  to  the 
award.  I  think,  under  the  circumstances,  that  I  mast 
consider  there  was  a  sufficient  complaint.  There  was 
a  motion  for  a  proceeding  to  carry  the  award  into  exe- 
cution, which  was  brought  on  upon  the  very  last  day, 
on  the  day  on  which  the  time  expired  within  which 
application  could  be  made  for  relief.  The  order  asked 
was  then  resisted,  by  an  allegation,  made. in  Court  of  a 
complaint  against  the  award,  and  a  request  was  made 
that  an  opportunity  might  be  given  for  making  a  regular 
and  formal  application.  I  think,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  must  give  weight  to  that,  though  I  confess  it 
does  not  appear  so  clear  as  one  would  wish  it  to  be. 


The  forqpi  of  the  order  was  next  .brought  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court,  and  it  was  itrguedtbiM^.the  order 
should  be  drawn  up  nunc  pro  tunc. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  order  to  b^ 
drawn  up  as  of  this  day,  and  the  facts  relating  to  the 
different  applications  to  be  stated  on  the  fiice  of  the 
order.     He,  however,  gave  no  costs. 

(a)  1  Hare,  880. 
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MACKENZIE  c  TAYLOR. 

July  17. 

TIE  testator  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  Executors  di- 
,  .  '  J  ^ .  ^       ,  rected  to  con- 

his  executors  and  trustees,  upon  trust,  as  soon  as  vert  and  invest 

eooTenient  after  his  death,  to  convert  into  money,  and  the  testator's 

invest  the  same.    One  moiety  of  the  residue  was  given  lowed  it  to  be 

to  Mr.  Newton^  and  one  fourth  was  given  to  Mrs.  Mac-  ^njoye^  in 

ienzie  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children.  tenant  for  life. 

Three  years 
after  her 
The  testator  died  in  1824,  and  Mrs.  Mackenzie  died  death,  they 

in  1832.     This  bill  was  filed  by  her  children  against  ^he  value  and 

the  executors  and  Mr.  Newton  for  the  administration  of  P^^  >'  ""to, , 
r*^.  .  .  ,     1  n  Court :  Held, 

tha  estate.    The  executors,  but  with  the  concurrency  of  that  they 

Mrs.  Mackenzie^  had  neglected  to  convert  and  invest  a  ?"S**'  '^^.P^y 
^  interest  from 

part  of  the  testator's  property,  but  three  years  after  her  the  death  of 
death,   they  accounted  for  the  value,  and   paid  the  {ffetoX'd^ay 

amount  into  Court.    This  gave  rise  to  the  first  question,  of  such  pay- 
ment. 
A  residuary 
The  second  question  was  as  to  the  costs.     It  ap-  ^^*®  ^** 
peared  that  the  executors. had  accounted  to  Newion-  for  amongst 

his  share  of  the  residue:   being  satisfied,  he  by  his  ^^^^^^      . 

°  ^  J  persons.    An 

answer  objected  to  the  proceedings,  and,  at  the  first  account  was 

hearmg,  resisted  the  taking  of  any  accounts.    On  the  thcadu?ts*re? 

cause  coming  on  for  further  directions,  the  costs  had  to  reived  their 

be  provided  for ;  and  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  infants  filed  a 

were  not  such  as  to  render  the  executors  liable  to  pay  *'***^<>''*°  ac- 

-  ,  .  1      .  ,  count  against 

the  costs,  the  questiop  was,  whether  the  costs  were  to  the  executors 

be  paid  out  of  the  whole  residue,  including  that  received  r^^duw"^''^'^ 

by  ^inp^on,  or  out  of  the  Plaintiffs' share  only.  legatees.  The 

latter  being 
satisfied,  de- 
Mr.   precatedthe 

^         *  ,  ^        proceedings. 

Th|B  accounts  turned  but  to  be  substantially  conpect:  Held,  that  the  cosu  were  pav- 
m^  out  of  the  Plaintiffi'  share  alone. 
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1844.  .  Mr.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Hitchcock^  for  the  Pl^^m- 

!Jf|^^^|J^^    tiflS,  contended  that  the  executors  were  chargeable  fi^^ith 

V.  interest  on  that  part  of  the  estate  which  they  had  n  j^eg- 

Tatlob.      lected  to  convert;  and  that  as  this  was  a  suit  for  the 

administration!  the  whole  residue  ought  to  bear  the  co    ^ite. 

Mr.  Baibf  for  the  widow  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Kinderdeif  and  Mr.  Piggoit^  for  the  cxecut— ^^rs 

and  Mr.  Newion^  contended,  that  as  the  executors  h ad, 

with  the  concurrence  of  Mrs.  Mackenzie,  and  for  ^^be 
convenience  of  her  family,  refrained  from  convertSiog 
this  part  of  the  property,  they  ought  not  to  be  char^gged 
with  interest. 

Secondly,  that  as  Mr.  Nenion,  who  had  received  9\a 
share,  was  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  accounts,  m^wid 
had  deprecated  all  litigation,  he  ought  not  to  be  order'cd 
to  pay  any  portion  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  out  of  t^^ 
portion  of  the  residue. 

Mr.  Turner  in  reply. 

The  Master  qfthe  Rolls. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case.  The  first  i 
whether  the  executors  and  trustees  are  to  be  charj 
with  interest  on  the  infant's  share  of  the  property  or  or^'^ 
any  part  of  it ;  the  other  relates  to  the  costs  of  tb  ^^ 
suit. 

It  seems  that  the  executors  rendered  an  account  whicb^ 
turned  out  to  be  nearly  correct,  except  as  to  the  value  o0^ 
a  steam-engine,  and  as  to  that  sum,  I  am  of  opinion  thaC^ 
no  interest  is  chargeable.     With  respect  to  the  rest,  ic 
was  given  to  Mrs.  Mackenzie  for  life^  with  remainder  to 

her 
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ber  children.    It  seems  that  the  testator's  property  con-        1844. 

sbted  of  matters  capable  of  personal  enjoyment,  and  no    ^^^'^^'^^ 

doubt  the  strict  duty  of  the  trustees  was  to  convert  and  v. 

invest  the  produce,  and  then  to  pay  the  income  to  the      Taylob. 

tenant  for  life,  and  preserve  the  corpus  for  the  children. 

This  was  not  done  on  this  occasion,  but  the  tenant  for 

life  was  allowed  to  have  the  enjoyment  during  her  life ; 

the  executors  have,  however,  charged  themselves  with 

the  value  of  those  articles  not  converted  into  money. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  what  was  the  duty  of  the 

executors ;  the  tenant  for  life  acquiesced,  and  therefore 

had  no  right  or  reason  to  complain ;  but  that  does  not 

apply  to  the  children,  whose  mterest  was  neglected*    I 

am  of  opinion  that  the  executors  are  chargeable  with 

interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  from  the  death  of  the 

tenant  for  life  to  the  time  when  the  money  was  paid 

into  Court. 

With  respect  to  the  costs,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the 
infants  for  an  account  of  the  residue.  It  appears  that  a 
distribution  had  previously  been  made,  of  all  the  pro- 
perty except  the  share  of  the  infants.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  distribution  was  satisfactory  to  Neoston.  It 
appears  from  the  scope  of  hb  answer  that  he  was  satis- 
fied with  the  account  stated  :  and  he  resisted  the  account 
at  the  hearing.  Taking  the  whole  transaction,  is  it  not 
clear  that  the  bill  was  filed  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants 
alone?  I  do  not  see  any  reason  for  charging  one  who 
does  not  require  the  accounts  to  be  taken,  with  the  costs 
of  a  proceeding  which  he  resists. 

If  the  accounts  had  been  unsettled,  then  it  would  have 
been  for  the  benefit  of  all  that  they  should  be  taken,  and 
each  ought  then  to  contribute  towards  the  expence* 
Newton  had  received  all  he  required,  and  I  think  from 
his  answer  be  precluded  himself  from  having  the  accounts 

taken. 


^70 
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1844.        taken.     There  is  no  reason  for  charging  him  with  dit^ 
^!^V^|^    costs  of  these  proceedings;  they  must  be  paid  outof  tl^^ 
fund  recovered  by  the  suit* 


Tatlob. 


March  27. 
JIfay  2.  8. 

The  common 
injunction 
against  several 
Defendants^ 
may  be  dis- 
solved as  to 
some,  before 
all  have 
answered,  and 
the  proper 
course  of  pro- 
ceeding for 
that  purpose 
is,  for  those 
who  have 
answered  to 
obtain  an 
order  nw,  as 
of  course. 


LEWIS  V.  SMITH. 

A  N  action  at  law  had  been  commenced  against 
-^^  Plaintiff  by  Messrs.  Smith  and  Co.,  whose  fir-^« 
consisted  of  five  persons,  two  resident  in  Liverpool^  smtm^J 
three  in  Australia.    The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  agaics-^^ 
Messrs.  Smith  and  others  praying,  amongst  other  thing^^ 
an  injimction  to  restrain  the  proceedings  at  law,  aiic^ 
the  common  injunction  was  obtained  for  want  of  answer*. 
The  two  partners  resident  in  England  having  filed  their 
answer,  obtained,  as  of  course,  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve 
the  injunction.    The  other  three  partners  resident  abroad, 
had  not  answered*. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Lewin  now  moved  to  make  ab- 
solute the  order  nisi  for  dissolving  the  injunction. 

Mr.  James  Parker^  contra,  argued,  jlrst,  that  the;  com- 
mon injunction  could  not  be  dissolved  until  all  the  De- 
fendants had  answered,  for  that  is  the  form  of  the  order 
for  the  injunction,  and  the  answers  of  the  other  Defend- 
ants might  be  most  material,  and  that  which  wonld  be  a 
defence  to  one  would  be  a  defence  to  all ;  besides,  it 
would  be  useless  to  dissolve  as  to  some  of  the  Plaintifi 
at  law  only,  for  the  action  could  not  proceed  while  any 
CO- Plaintiff  is  injoined ;  that  the  only  exceptions  to  this 
rule  were  collusion  and  immateriality.   Secondly^  that  if  if 
could  be  dissolved  before  all  the  co-PIainti£&  at  law  haf 
answered,  then  that  the  order  nisi  ought  not  to  hair 

bef 
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been  obtained  ex  parte^  but  upon  a  special  application  ISif*. 

to  the  Court     Thirdly^  that  the  order  nisi  which  bad  ^^^^"^^ 

been  obtained  was  to  dissolve  as  to  oZ^  and  that  this  n 

was  deady  irr^pilar.  Smitb. 

Mr.  Turner  in  reply. 

.  The  Defendants  ha^ve  proceeded  according  to  the 
ordinary  practice.  If  the  answer  of  the  other  Defend- 
ants be  materiali  that  must  be  proved  upon  shewing 
cause. 

'  S  Dan.  Prac.  2ff5.,  JVyates  Prac.  Beg.  284. ;  Boheme 
r.  Porter  (a) ;  Bawcroft  v.  Donaldson  {b) ;  Bowles  v; 
Orr  (c) ;  Kilby  r.  Stanton  (cQ,  Lord  Delvin  v.  Srm^h  {e)^ 
Toddy.  Dismor{g\  St.  Jchn  v.  Cargill  (//),  Naylor  v. 
Middleton(i\  Montague  v.  Hill{k\  Nanneyv.  VaugfuinQ)^ 
Glasscott  V.  The  Copper  Miner^  Company  {m) ;  and  the 
cases  referred  to  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  were 
cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  right  to  look  at  the  cases  and  the  form  of 
the  order.  There  may  be  inconvenience  on  both  sides'; 
but  as  some  of  the  parties  are  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  world,  it  would  be  hard  indeed  if  the  injunction 
could  never  be  dissolved  against  those  who  are  here. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Afo^  2. 

In  this  case,  the  Plaintiff,  obtained  the  common  order 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  who  had  not 

answered, 

(a)  Barnard^  Chanc.  Rep,  352.  (/i)  J  Anst.  935. 

\b)  1  Fow.  Prac.  3S6.  (t)  S  Mad.  131. 

(e)  I  Ton.  4-  Col.  (Exch.)  474.  (k)  4  Huts.  138. 

Id)  2Y.4rJ.  75.  (/)  8  Sim.  439. 

(e)  Moi.  354.  (m)  11  iS^im.314. 
{g)2^M.4  S.  477. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

answered,  from  proceeding  in  an  action  at  law  against  i 
Plaintiff. 


The  Defendants  against  whom  the  order 
were  five  in  number ;  two  of  them  are  in  tbb  couni 
the  other  three  are  abroad. 

The  two  Defendants  who  are  here,  having  answ< 
have  obtained  an  order  of  coarse  to  dissolve  the    m  in- 
junction, unless  cause  be  shewn  to  the  contrary. 

The  order  appears  to  me  to  be  somewhat  ambig^* 
ously  expressed,  but  I  think  that  I  must  construe  it     to 
be  an  order  to  dissolve  the  injunction  as  against  the  I>^ 
fendants  upon  whose  petition  it  was  obtained,  uol^^ 
cause  be  shewn  to  the  contrary. 

The  Plaintiff  contends  he  is  not  bound  to  shew  or  to 
undertake  to  shew  any  cause,  upon  the  order  of  t^'^ 
Defendants,  before  the  other  three  have  answered. 

Beyond  all  question  the  general  rule  is,  that  the   ^^^ 
junction  is  not  to  be  dissolved  till  all  the  Defend^^ 
have  answered,  and  this  being  so^  it  is  unusual,  and  0^ 
nerally  useless,  for  some  of  the  Defendants  to  attempt 
dissolve  the  injunction  till  all  who  are  injoined  1%^-^^ 
answered. 

There  are  authorities  which  appear  to  me  to  shew^  '^^ 
mode  of  proceeding  in  such  cases. 

The  case  of  Joseph  v.  DouUeday  {a)  was  under       ^f^ 
consideration  of  Lord  Eldon^  at  different  times  du^^^_ 

prj 


several  years.     There  were  two  sets  of  Defendants  r  ^^ 


<a)  I  Vet.  4*  A  497. 
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prised  in  the  injuDction^  DmMeday  mid  others,  who  de*  1844. 
sired  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  Maabrajf  and  others. 
In  August  1810,  Lord  ELdon^  upon  a  special  motion 
made  by  DoiMeday  and  others,  made  an  order  niti  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  against  them.  On  a  motion 
afterwards  made  to  make  that  order  absolute,  and  also 
to  dissolve  the  injunction  against  Mcfwbray  and  others, 
iRrho  had  not  answered,  exceptions  to  the  answer  of 
Doubiedmf  and  others  were  shewn  as  cause,  and  the 
usual  reference  was  made  to  the  Master. 

-  It  was  suggested,  in  the  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  present  case,  that  in  all  such  cases,  the  order  nisi 
ought  always  to  be  asked  for  by  special  motion ;  but  the 
proceeding  in  Joseph  v.  Doubleday  was  conducted  other- 
wise. 

DouUeday  and  others  having  put  in  a  further  answer, 
obtained,  as  of  course^  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve  the  in- 
junction as  against  them,  and  in  July  1812  that  order 
was  made  absolute  on  the  merits.  And  subsequently, 
in  the  year  1816,  the  answer  of  Mowbray  and  others 
being  put  in,  they  obtained  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve,  as 
of  course,  and  afterwards  that  order  was  made  absolute 
and  the  injunction  was  dissolved  generally. 

Again,  in  Naylor  v.  Middleton  (a)  an  injunction  being 
obtained  against  two,  one,  on  putting  in  his  answer, 
moved  specially  to  dissolve  the  injunction  as  to  both. 
This  motion  was  refused  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
an  order  nisi  was  necessary  on  the  behalf  of  the  De- 
ftndant  moving. 

And 

(a)  2  Mad.  131. 

Vol.  VII.  li 
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1844.  And  in  Todd  v.  Dimor  (a)  an  injunction  was  obtained 

against  three.  One  having  answered,  untruly  sug- 
gested that  all  had  answered,  and  thereupon  obtained  an 
order  nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  against  alL  Thb 
was  irregular,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  one  De- 
fendant having  answered,  has  a  right  to  move  to  dissolve 
the  injunction  as  against  himself  but  must  not  in  the 
order  nisi  suggest,  contrary  to  the  fact,  that  all  have 
answered. 

And  in  the  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company  v.  Clarke 
and  Dixon  {b)i  Dixon  having  put  in  his  answer,  ob- 
tained an  order,  nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  It  was 
shewn,  as  special  cause,  that  Clarke^  in  whose  name  the 
action  was  brought,  had  not  put  in  bis  imswer,  bat  ^e 
injunction  was  dissolved  as  to  Dixon. 

These  authorities  seem  to  me  sufficient- to.  shew,  that 
an  injunction  against  several  Defendants  to  restrain 
them  from  proceedings  at  law,  may  be  dissolved,  as 
against  some  of  them  before  ail  have  answered,  and  that 
the  proper,  course  of  proceeding  for  that  purpose  is,,  for 
those  who  have  answered  to  obtain  an  order  nm,  and  thai 
the  Plaintiff  must  thereupon  shew  cause  why  the -order 
nisi  should  not  be  made  absolute^ 


May  8.  On  this  day,  Mr.  Kinderdey  and,  ^x.Jdpuss  barker 

shewed  cause.  They  argued  that  as  it  appieared  from 
the  answer  already  put  in,  that  the  tra,nsactions  were 
known  to  the  parties  in  Sydney  alone,  to  whom  t^e 
partners  in  England  by  their  answer  referred,  the  Conxi 
ought  not  to  dissolve  the  injunction  until  the  Plaintiff 

had 
(fl)  2  S.  4-  St  477.  {fi)  Yottng^JSmK  . .' 
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had  acquired  fbll  information  from  the  partners  in        1844. 
I^fdfuy,  who  alone  were  competent  to  give  it. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Lewin^  contrctj  contended  that 
the  injunction  ought  to  be  dissolved  as  to  the  Defendants 
who  had  answered,  especially  as  it  appeared,  from  the 
statements  in  the  bill,  that  the  question  between  the 
parties  was  one  proper  to  be  determined  in  a  court  of 
law,  and  that  the  bill  was  in  fact  demurrable. 

T%e  Master  of  the  Rolls,  under  the  circumstances, 
declined  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 


GOYMOUR  V.  PIGGE.  March  \9,20. 

May  C. 

'€)SHUA  NUNNj  by  his  will,  dated  in  Jttne  1787,  Devise  to  il. 
devised  the  estate  in  question,  which  was  of  copy-  remwnder  to 
hol^  .tenure,  to  his  wife  Protesia  for  life.     After  her  her  first  child 
dec2«»attA^  he  devised  the  same  to  his  daughter  Mary  Ann  heirs /but  if 


•^^*«*aii  for  life,  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  he  cave  wch  child 
^v^  '         o         should  die 

^«^      same  to  the  first  child  of  the  body  of  Maty  Ann  under  the 

-^^^^^aji,  whether  male  or  female,  and  to  his  or  her  heirs  ®^  of  twenty- 

one  years 
^^     sn^s  for  ever ;   but  if  such  child  should  depart  without  leav- 

"*»     life  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  without  [henTnlike 

V^aviiig  issue  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  then  manner  to 

#  if       o  jjjg  second, 

ne  third,  and 

.  ^  ^  every  other 

c«iud  of  il.,  regard  bong  had  to  their  seniority,  nnd  to  their  respectiFe  deatlis  under 

^^  ^Hboitt  lea^Dg  lawful  issue  ;  for,  in  case  of  issue,  it  was  the  testator's  will  that 

^^  ibotild  inherit  the  estate^  and  he  thereby  gave  the  same  to  him  or  her,  and  to 

utt  or  her  hdn  accordingly.    But  in  case  A,  died  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body, 

I  <W|  Waving  issue,  tuch  issue  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  without  leaving 

■  i^wie,  then  he  devised  the  estate  over. 

B  i.  never  \md  any  issue :  Held,  that  she  took  a  life  estate  only. 

1  It  2 
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I844*  he  devised  the  estate  to  the  second  child  of  the  body  of 
his  said  daughter  Mary  Ann  Ntmn^  and  to  the  heirs 
and  assigns  of  such  second  child ;  apd  in  case  the 
second  child  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  without  leaving  issue  of  his  or  her  body 
lawfully  begotten,  then  he  devised  the  estate  to  the 
third  child  of  the  body  of  his  said  daughter  Maty  Ann  ^ 

Nunn,  and  so  on  to  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  all  and  every  ^ 

other  child  and  children  of  the  body  of  his  said  daughter  -^ 

to  be  begotten  as  aforesaid,  regard  being  had  to  the  ^ 
seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth  of  such  child  and  ^ 
children,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  deaths  ^^ 
under  age,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue  of  their  -^-f 
bodies ;  for,  in  case  of  issue,  it  was  the  testator^s  will  MM^^ 
that  such  issue  should  inherit  the  aforesaid  estate,  and  ML»m{ 
he  thereby  gave  the  same  to  him,  or  her,  and  to  his  ^im 
or  her  heirs  accordingly. 

But  in  case  his  daughter  Mary  Ann  departed  thi^Jr^ 
life  wilhout  leaving  issue  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten  ^c^tn, 
or,  having  issue,  such  issue  should  die  under  the  age  oc:^  of 
twenty-one  years  without   leaving  issue  lawfully  to  b^i^flbe 
begotten  as  aforesaid,  then  he  devised  the  estate,  witl^ir^th 
the  appurtenances,  to  Mary  Ann  Gqymour  for  her  lif^^^  Je, 
and  after  her  decease  he  gave  the  same  to  Nunn  Gc^s^:^^ 
mour  in  fee. 

The  testator  died  in  1787;  his  wife  Protesia  died      JEi\n 
1801 ;  whereupon  the  devised  estate  became  vested         Ji  in 
the  daughter   Ma^y   Ann^  the  wife  of  the   Defends^  £ant 
Pigge.     She  died  in    1832,  without  having  had  ar-.^^   ^1 
child;  but  having  in  1816  suffered  a  customary  re^^^^^^^ 
very   of   the  property,    under  which    the   'Defendmrn.^^^^ 
claimed.     The  Plaintiff  was  the  heir  of  Ntmn  Gcynum^^^^' 
to  whom  the  estate  was  given  in  fee  in  the  events  coc^^^^* 
templated  by  the  will ;  and  Mary  Ann  Goyrrumr^  VL  ^^ 
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mother,  having  died  in  1801 ,  he  by  this  bill  made  claim 
to  the  estate. 

The  principal  question  was,  whether  Mrs.  Pi^e  was^ 
under  the  limitations  contained  in  the  above  will,  tenant 
in  tail,  or  tenant  for  life  only. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  E.  G.  White  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mrs.  Pigge  was  tenant  for  life  only  under  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  the  will.  The  first  limitation  is  ex- 
pressly to  her  <^  for  life."  Under  the  next  limitation 
^  to  the  first  child  of  her  body "  &c.,  her  children 
took  as  purchasers ;  and  there  is  an  executory  limita- 
tion over  to  the  second  child,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  first  under  twenty-one  without  leaving  issue  of  his 
body,  and  similar  limitations  to  the  other  children* 

The  subsequent  clause  is  that  on  which  the  Defendant 
will  rely, — namely,  "  in  case  his  daughter  departed  this 
life  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten, 
or,  having  such  issue,  such  issue  should  die  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  without  leaving  issue  lawfully 
to  be  begotten  as  aforesaid.^  In  this  clause  the  word 
« issue "  must  be  construed  <^  children,"  which  has 
been  frequently  done  in  other  cases ;  2  PowelPs  De^ 
visesj  537.,  Ginger  dem.  White  v.  White  (a),  Goodright 
dem.  Docking  v.  Dunham  (6),  Carter  v.  Bentall.  {c) 
The  words  "  as  aforesaid "  have  the  effect  of  refer- 
ring to  the  prior  limitation  to  the  *<  children,"  and 
of  attaching  to  the  word  "  issue "  the  force  of  the 
antecedent  expression  <^  children.*'  The  limitation  over 
is  therefore  limited  to  a  failure  of  the  objects  of  the 

prior 
{a)  WiOet,  348.  (c)  2  £eav.  551. 

(b)  Dougfat,%5U 

li  8 
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1844>.  prior  limitation,  EUicombe  r.  Gomperiz{a)f  and  con- 
sequently the  life  estate  of  Mrs.  Pi^e  was  not  enlaiged 
by  the  subsequent  devise  on  the  death  of  Mrs.P^e 
without  leaving  issue,  &c. 

The  limitation  over  is  therefore  good,  andy  in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  has  taken  efiect 

But  the  Defendant  will  insist,  that  whatever  might, 
have  been  the  extent  of  Mrs.  Pigg^s  estate^  imd . 
even  if  she  were  mere  tenant  for  life,  the  limitation  j 
over,  being  contmgent  (which  we  admit,  it  being 
limitation  over  with  a  double  aspect ;  Doe  dem.  Dcngf  v«»^^r. 
BumsaU  {b) ),  was  destroyed  by  the  recovery;  but  tbe^^^ 
answer  is,  that  the  estate  being  copyhold,  the  fieehol^E:^ 
which  was  in  the  lord  was  sufiBcient  to  support  all  con-^  «- 
tingent  estates,  Scriven  on  Copyholds  (c),  and  to  preveoB^  mi 
their  being  destroyed  by  the  recovery  suffered  by  a  mer^^^ 
tenant  for  life. 


Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Chandkss^  contrd.  The  daught 
Mrs.  Pigge,  took  an  estate  tail,  which,  with  all  th*  ^^e 
subsequent  remamders,  has  been  destroyed  by  the  cu.»     -J 
tomary  recovery.     A  gift  to  A»  for  life  with  a  limitatio     *n 
over,  in  case  of  Am*s  dying  without  issue,  primd/ad^^^^ 

gives  an  estate  tail  to  A.:  it  is  for  the  Plaintiff  to  mafc e 

out  the  contrary. 


The  general  scope  and  object  of  the  will  i^  that 
children  and  their  issue  should  all  inherit,  and  that  ttr^ 
estate  should  not  go  over  until  there  should  be  an  entixv 

fitting 

(fl)  5  MyL  4r  Cr.  127.  (c)  Page  476. 

(i)  6  Term  JR.  30.,  and  1  Bos. 
4"  P.  215.  f^« 
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fiulnreefnieh  issue.    The  testator  says,  <Mn  case  of       1844. 

issuer  itWBS  hb  will  that  such  issue  should  inherit  the 

pSomuiA  estate,  and  he  thereby  gave  the  same  to 

him  or  her,  and  to  his  .or  her  heirs  accordingly.''    This 

is  the  intention.    Now  the  general  rule  is,  that  where 

yoa  6nd  «  limitation  to  a  class  of  issue  which  does  not 

enable  all  the  issue  to  take,  and  there  is  a  gift  over 

upon  a  general  failure  of  issue,  an  estate  tail  is  created 

in  the  parent ;  consequently,   if  it  can  be  shewn  that 

the  prior  limitations  do  not  enable  the  whole  of  the 

issue  to  take,  the  words  **  dying  without  leaving  issue," 

&a  must  be  construed  so  as  to  give  an  estate  tail  to 

Mrs.  Pigge»    Here  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  gift 

to  the  second  and  subsequent  children,  the  words  of 

limitation  to  his  or  her  heirs,  Sec.  are  omitted,  so  that 

they  would  take  estates  for  life,  and  their  issue  would  be 

unprovided  for,  unless  you  hold  that  the  mother  took 

an  estate  tail. 

The  limitation  under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims  has 
been  destroyed  by  the  recovery. 

Mr.  Bcgersy  for  a  mortgagee,  asked  to  have  the  bill 
d  m^missed  against  him  with  costs. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  in  reply. 

The  word  "  estate,"  in  which  tlie  gift  to  the  third  and 
ssjslisequent  child  is  expressed,  would  carry  the  fee,  as 
V9  the  case  of  the  first  and  second  child ;  and  then  the 
^^^^^tfttor  afterwards  adds  that  regard  is  to  be  had  to  the 
'^^^pcctive  deaths  of  such  children  under  age,  and  with- 
<^**t  leaving  lawful  issue  of  their  bodies- &c.  The  issue, 
^^^rcfore,  of  the  second  and  subsequent  children  would 
^^^  provided  for  under  the  prior  limitation. 

7^4  The 
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1844'.  ^         The  following  cases  were  cited;  Bamfield  v.  /^^^ 
ham{a\  Doe  d.  Lyde  v.  Lyde{b\  Doe  d.  Gilmam         v. 
Elvey(c)y  Malcolm  v.  Tmflor(d)y  Franks  v.  Price  (^^), 
JDo^  rf.  i>a/i  V.  Lean  {g\  Lewis  d.  Ormond  v.  Waters  ^^S), 
Esdaile  v.    Gall  {i)y  Parr  v.  Stwnrf^&.(*),   McAoif         v, 
NichoU  (/),  Tarbuck  v.  Tarbuck  (m),  Hutchinson  v.  S^^e- 
phens  (n),    Chimskawe  v.  Pickttp  (o),    Vanderplank        ^* 


-May  6.  m^  Master  g/*M^  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  what  estate  the  testator's  daughter^ 
JIf  a;^  ^;i,  took  under  the  will  ?  The  Defendant  alleged 
that  she  took  an  estate  tail;  that  a  recovery  of  the 
estate  was  suffered ;  and  that  by  reason  of  such  recovery 
and  a  settlement  and  will,  the  estate  became  vested  in 
the  Defendant.  The  Plaintifl^  on  the  contrary,  allies 
that  the  will  gave  a  life  estate  only  to  Mary  Ann  Nunn; 
and  if  such  be  the  case,  he  is  entitled  to  the  estate  under 
the  devise  over. 

After  a  devise  to  Protesia  for  life,  there  is  another 
distinct  devise  to  Mary  Ann  for  life;  it  is  clear  that 
the  intention  was  to  give  to  Mary  Ann  an  estate  for 
life  only ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  words  which 
the  testator  has  used  are  such  as  necessarily  etilarge 
that  estate  to  an  estate  tail.  The  gift  of  a  life  estate  to 
Mary  Ann  is  immediately  followed  by  gifts  to  the  chil- 
dren, successively,  in  words  which  probably  give  suc- 
cessive 

(fl)  1  P.  Wmt.  54.  (i)  1  Buts.  <J-  Afyl.  540. 

lb)  1  Term  R,  593.  (*)  4  Rust.  283. 

(c)  4  East,  313.  (/)  2  IV.  Black.  1159. 

(d)  2  Ruts.  <J-  Mi/L  416.  (in)  2  Jamum  on  JVUls,  375. 

(e)  3  Beav.  182.  (r)  1  Keen^  240. 
ig)  I  Q.B.  Rep.  229.  (o)  9  &m.  591. 
(A)  6  Easii  556.  ip)  3  Hare,  I. 
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cessive  estates  tail  to  the  children.  The  testator  con-  1844. 
templated  the  children  of  Mary  Jnn  as  the  persons  who, 
after  her,  were  to  have  the  succession ;  and  the  issue  of 
the  bodies  of  the  children,  respectively,  were  to  have 
the  succession  after  them ;  and  such  children  and  issue, 
respectively,  being,  by  the  express  words  he  has  used, 
shewn  to  be  in  his  contemplation,  he  has  used  the  words 
upon  which  the  question  arises,  '<  in  case  my  said 
daughter  Maty  shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving 
issue  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  or  having  issue, 
such  issue  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years 
without  leaving  bsue  lawftilly  to  be  begotten  as  afore- 
said." I  am  of  opinion  that  these  words  must  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  preceding  clauses,  and  that 
the  words  ^*  issue  of  the  body,"  when  used  with  refer- 
ence to  the  daughter,  must  be  understood  to  mean  tlie 
<*  children,"  to  whom,  subject  to  the  daughter's  life 
estate,  the  property  is  previously  devised.  It  is  as  if  the 
testator  had  said,  ^^  in  case  my  daughter  shall  depart 
thb  life  without  having  any  child,  or  having  children, 
such  children  shall  die  under  twenty-one  years  of  age 
without  leaving  lawful  issue."  The  issue  of  the  children 
being  issue  of  the  mother,  the  estate  was  to  go  over  only 
in  the  event  of  there  being  no  issue  of  the  mother,  but 
still  the  words  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  such,  as  to 
connect  the  life  estate  given  to  the  mother  with  the 
implied  gift  to  the  issue,  and  to  give  to  the  mother  an 
estate  tail  by  implication. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  Mary  Ann^  the  tes- 
tator's daughter,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will, 
took  only  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  now 
entitled  to  the  estate  under  the  devise  over. 

Let  an  account  be  taken  of  the  rents  for  six  years 
before  the  bill  was  filed,  and  declare  that  the  Defendant 

Pigge 


4*89 
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Pi^e  was  not  entided  to  make  die  mortgage  of  the 
29th  of  September  1887  to  Veargittj  and  that  he  ought 
to  redeem  the  same. 


Executors 
were  directed 
to  apply  a 
competent 
part  of  the 
interest  of  a 
fund  towards 
the  mainte- 
nance and 
education  of 
the  testator's 
SOD,  during 
his  minority, 
and  accumu- 
late the  rest ; 
and,  after 
attaining 


CAMPBELL  V.  CAMPBELL. 

npHE  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  execu- 
•*"  tors,  "  upon  trust  to  apply  a  competent  part,  at 
the  discretion  of  his  trustees,  of  the  interest  and  dividends 
arising  therefrom,  for  or  towards  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  his  son  James  Campbell^  during  his  minority, 
and  from  time  to  time  to  accumulate  the  residue  of  such 
interest,  &c.,  and  after  he  should  attain  twenty-one,  to 
pay  and  apply  a  moiety  of  the  last-mentioned  interest 
and  dividends,  in  and  for  his  support,  until  he  attained 
twenty-five ;  and  after  he  should  have]^attained  twenQr- 
five  years,  upon  trust  to  pay,  transfer,  and  assign  the 
said  residue  of  his  personal  estate  unto  his  said  son ; 


twenty-one, 

moiety  of  the  ^"^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  should  attain  twenty-one^  but 

dividends  for  should  die  before  he  attained  twenty-five,  leaving:  chil- 

nis  support 

till  he  at-  dren  him  surviving,'*  then,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  such 

S'^iiTto'^"  children.    And  in  case  he  should  die  under  twenty-five 

transfer  the  years  without  leaving  any  children,  then  in  trust  for  the 

testator's  daughters  equally. 


fund  at 
twenty-five, 
with  a  gifl 
over  if  he 
died  between 
twenty-one 
and  twenty- 
five.    The 
son  attained 
twenty-one 
between  the 
periods  of 

payment  of  the  half  yearly  dividends.  Held,  that  there  should  be  no  apportion- 
menty  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  half-yearly  dividend  received  after  he 
came  of  age. 


The  testator  died  in  May  18S5. 

On  the  11th  otjantcaty  IS**,  54f8/.  was  received  for 
a  half-year's  dividends  on  a  sum  of  Bank  3  per  cents. 

standing 
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standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant- General,  and        1844'. 
forming  part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator.  c^^^^'^ 

The  son  attuned  twci^-one  on  the  Slst  of  October    ^^^""^ 
1848. 

This  was  the  petition  oi  James  Campbdlj  praying  pay- 
ment of  a  moiety  of  the  dividends  received  since  he  at<* 
tained  twenty-one,  and  claiming  the  whole  548t,  on  the 
ground  of  its  having  been  received  after  he  attained 
twen^-one. 

Mr.  B.  Parry ^  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  KindersUy^  for  the  executors,  submitted,  that, 
under  the  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  22.,  the  petitioner  was  only 
entitled  to  an  apportioned  part  of  the  dividends  which 
accrued  due  in  January  1844;  for  the  children  of  the 
petitioner,  if  they  became  entided  to  the  funds,  might 
insist  that  the  petitioner  was  only  entitled  to  half  of  that 
portion  of  the  dividends  which  accrued  after  he  attained 
twenty-one. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a  case  for  an  apportionment 
of  the  dividends. 
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May  50, 
Julys. 


A  suit  was  in- 
stituted by 
the  creditors' 
and  official 
assignee  of  a 
bankrupt. 
The  creditors' 
assignee  died 
before  decree, 
the  official 
assignee  died 
after  decree, 
and  a  new 
official  as- 
signee being 
appointed, 
his  name  was, 
on  motion, 
substituted 
under  the 
e  G.4.C.16. 
t,  67.,  as 
PlaintiflTin 
the  suit. 


MAN  V.  RICKETTS.  (a) : 

npHIS  bill  was  filed  by  James  Man,  the  creditors 

assignee,  and  George  Lackington^  the  official  as- 
signee, of  a  bankrupt.  James  Man  died  in  March  18iS| 
leaving  Lackington  surviving  hini|  and  a  decree  was 
made  in  the  cause  on  the  22d  oi  February  1844.  (i)  In 
March  1844*,  after  the  decree  had  been  pronounced,  but 
before  it  had  been  entered,  Lackington^  the  official  as- 
signee, who  was  then  the  sole  Plaintiff,  died,  and  on  the  2d 
of  Aj^il  1844,  William  Turquand  was  appointed  official 
assignee  in  room  of  Lackington.  A  motion  was  now 
made  under  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  67*,  and  1  &  2  fF.  4. 
c*  56.  s.  24.,  that  the  name  of  Turquand  might  be 
henceforth  substituted  in  the  place  of  Man  and  Lack- 
ington^  or  of  Lackington^  in  all  further  proceedings  in 
these  causes,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  J\irquand  had 
been  originally  a  party  thereto. 

By  the  sixty-seventh  section  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  it 
is  enacted,  **  That  whenever  an  assignee  shall  die,  or  a 
new  assignee  or  assignees  shall  be  chosen  as  aforesaid, 
no  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity  shall  be  thereby 
abated,  but  the  Court  in  which  any  action  or  snit'is 
depending  may,  upon  the  suggestion  of  such  death  or 
removal  and  new  choice,  allow  the  name  of  the  sur- 
viving or  new  assignee  or  assignees  to  be  substituted  in 
the  place  of  the  former;  and  such  action  or  suit  shall 
be  prosecuted  in  the  name  or  names  of  the  said  surviv- 
ing or  new  assignee  or  assignees,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  or  they  had  originally  commenced  the  same." 

Mr. 

(a)  Affirmed,  20th  December^         {h)  Ante,  95. 
1845. 
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Mr.  HaUetty  in  support  of  the  motion.  1844. 


The  unreported  cases  of  Fort  v,  Weston^  Bourne  v. 
Walker,  and  Nouaille  v.  Might,  were  afterwards  referred 
to  (a),  and  on  the  Sd  of  Jtdy, 

The  MxstER  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  name  of  7Vr- 
quand  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  Lackingfon  de- 
ceased as  a  Plaintiff  in  the  suit;  and  that  the  suit  should 
be  prosecuted  in  the  same  manner  as  if  Lackington  had 
been  originally  a  Plaintiff  therein^ 

(a)  See  next  page. 


RiCKETTS. 


Man 

Mr.  Kent,  conird,.  for  the  Defendant  T.  B.  Ricieits,  v 

objected  to  the  form  of  the  notice  of  motion,  it  not  stat- 
ing on  whose  behalf  the.  motion  was  made,  and  con- 
tended that  this  section  did- not  apply  to  the  present 
case,  and  that  a  supplemental  bill  was  necessary. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  has 
made  orders  of  this  description,  and  I  will  take  an  op- 
portunity of  looking  at  them. 

The  act  provides  that  the  estate  shall  vest  in  the  new 
assignee^  and  that  the  new  assignee  may  be  substituted 
by  *<  suggestion.''  I  should  have  felt  some  difficulty  as 
to  the  proper  mode  of  giving  operation  to  the  direction 
as  to  the  suggestion,  but  for  the  orders  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  o(  England. 


Note.  — See  Mendham  v.  RoHnion^  1  MtfH  K.  217.;  ^oin- 
Mgge  V.  Blmr^  Yaunge,  586.;  Lloyd  v.  Waring^  1  CM  556. 
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v.c. 

18S6. 
March  14. 


Between  R.  FORT  and  H.  STRACEY  (Asdgnees  of  BRICK- 
WOOD),  a  Bankrupt  •  -  -  -    nuntiffia 


AND 


JOHN  WESTON 


On  the  25th  of  Fehrwirtf  18S6,  BoBaud  wai  appointed  a  new  a»- 
ugnee  of  the  bankrupt,  in  the  place  of  Stracey,  who  had  become 
bankrupt  since  the  commencement  of  the  luit    On  the  modon  of 

Mr.  Coombe,  it  was  ordered  ^  That  the  name  of  BoUand  be  sub- 
stituted in  the  place  of  the  said  Stnwey  as  such  assignee  as 
^d.  And  that  thb  suit  be  prosecuted  in  the  names  of  the  saic 
Plaintiff  i^orf  and  BoUand,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  For^^ 
and  BoUand  had  originally  commenced  the  same." 

Beg.  Lib.  1895,  A.  fol.  619. 


V.  c.  BOURNE  and  LA  MARCHE  v.  WALKER. 

1840. 
Nov.  19.       La  Marche,  one  of  the  assignees  of  the  banknipt,  had  died, 

Holdemess  was  appointed  assignee  in  his  place.    On  the  motion  of 

Mr.  Canlcrien,  it  was  ordered,  **  That  the  Plaintiff  be  at  liberty  ta 
substitute  the  name  o£  Holderneu,  of  &c.,  in  the  place  of  the  name 
of  La  Marchcy  lately  deceased,  as  Co-plaintiff  in  this  suit  with  the 
above-named  Plaintiff  Pount^." 

Beg.  Lib.  1840,  A.  fol.  74. 


M.R. 

1844. 

AprU  26. 


NOUAILLE  V.  FLIGHT. 

The  Plaintiffs  Nouaiile,  Vdliy  and  Day,  together  with  Qibim^  Mice 
deceased,  and  Lackington,  as  the  official  assignee  of  Woodgaie,  a 
bankrupt,  filed  their  bill  in  this  Court  against  the  Defendants 
thereto,  and  a  decree  was  made  therein,  and  the  Master  made  bis 
report.  Further  directions  were  afterwards  given.  George  Lading' 
ion  had  since  died,  and  Patrick  Johnson  had  been  duly  appointed 
official  assignee  in  the  place  and  stead  of  LaciingUm.  On  the 
motion  of 

Mr. 
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Mr.  HeMfidd^  and  on  proof  of  the  several  matters, 

T%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  ^.That  the  name  of  the  said 
J^airick  Johnson  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  said  George 
Xmeimgton,  deceased,  as  a  Co-pliuntiff  with  the  Pluntifi  KoumUe^ 
Vaili^  and  Datf  in  these  suits :  and  that  these  suits  be  prosecuted  in 
the  names  of  the  said  Plaintifls  Niniaille,  VallS,  and  Day,  and  the 
said  Patrick  Johmson^  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  Patrick 
nfohnscn  had  been  originally  a  PlaindfT  therein.  And  hereof  notice 
I  to  be  given  to  the  Defendants  forthwith." 


1844. 


nouaille 
Flight. 


In  re  BROMLEY. 

TTNDER  the  Solicitors*  Act  (a)  where  an  application 
^^  is  made  to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill  after  the  expiration 
of  a  month  from  its  delivery,  the  reference  for  taxation 
is  to  be  made  <*  with  such  directions  and  subject  to  such 
conditions  as  the  Court  or  Judge  making  sucb  reference 
shall  think  proper.*' 

The  application  for  taxation  being  made  in  this  case 
after  the  expiration  of  the  month,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  by  an  order  of  the  8th  February  1844,  directed 
the  bill  of  costs,  amounting  to  5 IZ.  195.,  to  be  taxed  upon 
the  payment  by  the  applicants  of  that  sum  into  Court. 

The  bill  was  taxed,  and  25/.  165.  5d.  was  found  due 
to  the  solicitor. 


April  1.  24. 


The  taxation 
of  a  bill  was 
directed  on 
the  terms  of 
paying  the 
amount,  SQl^ 
into  Court; 
it  was  taxed 
at  25/.    The 
Court,  upon 
moiion, 
directed  pay- 
ment out  of 
Court  of  the 
fund  depo* 
sited. 

Terms  of 
taxation  after 
the  expiration 
of  one  month 
from  the  de^ 
livery  of  the 
bill. 


Mr.  F.  H.  Goldsmid  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the 
client,  that  the  sum  of  25/.  165.  5d.  might  be  paid  out  of 
Court  to  the  solicitor,  and  that  the  remainder  might  be 
paid  back  to  the  client. 

The 

(fl)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  75.  t,  37. 
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1844f.  The  only  question  was  whether  this  could  be  done  on 

^"^^C^     motion,  {a) 


Bromley. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  took  time  to  consider  the 
case,  and  under  the  circumstances,  and  to  save  the  ex- 
pence,  he  made  the  order.  He,  however,  aderwards 
observed  that  he  begged  it  to  be  understood  that  this 
was  not  to  be  the  general  practice. 

(a)  See  HeathcoU  ▼.  Edwards^  Jacob,  504. ;    O&ver  v.  Buri,  1 
Beavan^  585.;  GarraU  v.  NiUoek,  S  Beaoan^  145. 


Note. — Payment  into  Court  is  not  now  required  attbeRoIk, 
where  the  application  for  taxation  it  aflor  the  expiration  of  a  moDth 
from  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  costs;  but  it  is  ordered,  ^  that  no 
proceedings  at  law  be  commenced  against  the  Petitioner  peadiit 
the  reference,  but  the  Petitioner  u  to  procure  the  Master's  report 
in  a  month,  (unless  the  Master  shall  certify  that  further  time  is 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  make  his  report),  or  the  order  is  to  be 
of  no  effect.'* 


r 
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1844. 


MADEN  V.  VEEVERS.  J^ysu 

HE  principal  facts  of  this  case  will  be  found  stated  A.  Defendant 
in  a  former  volume  {a),  from  which  it  will  appear  possession  of 

fit  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Defendant,  and  others,  had  been  or  ;^ocuments, 

'  \    .  'but  stated 

ire  tenants  in  common  of  certain  lands  and  coal  mines,  that  they  were 

partition  had  been  made  by  agreement  between  the  ^n^^ina^e^ 
rties  in  1812.    The  Defendant,  Mrs.  VeeverSf  was  then  since  thedis- 
ider  coverture,  and  had  not  concurred  in  any  fine  so  j,^  contempla- 
te bind  her  estate.     The  object  of  the  bill  was  either  *,!°."  ^f^^®^ 
■  1-11  .  .  .11  -  «.        litigation  of 

establish  the  partition,  or,  in  the  alternative,  to  effect  that  dispute, 

partition  by  means  of  the  usual  commission  issuini;  ?"      '^  . 
•  -^  ®   fence  against 

It  of  this  Court.  the  PlaintifTs 

claim :  but  she 
did  not  con- 

The  Defendant,  Mrs.  VeevcrSj  by  her  answer  stated,  nect  them 

at  she  had  certain  deeds  and  documents  mentioned  in  fessional  ad- 

e  schedule,  but  she  said  that  the  same  deeds,  docu-  risers:  Held, 

•  /»    1    .       1       /•  r    1      ■    I     1   1  that  they  were 

ents,  &c.,  specified  in  the  first  part  of  the  schedule,  not  privileged, 

lated  exclusively  to  the  title  of  the  Defendant,  and  of  l^^  ^"f^^  *° 
f  ^  'be  produced. 

e   several  parties,   thereinbefore   mentioned,   entitled      A  bill  was 

ider  the  appointment  executed  by  her,  and  under  the  on  a'partition 

ill  of  Sagar  Veevers,  in  and  to  the  several  estates,  here-  already  made 

taments,  &c.  whereto  she  and  such  several  other  par-  plaintiff  and 

;s  were  respectively  entitled ;  and  she  submitted  she  Defendant, 

is  not  bound  to  produce  them,  and  she  said  that  the  tenants  in 

veral  documents,  papers,  and  writings  in  the  second  common.  The 

irt  of  the  schedule,  "  related  wholly  and  exclusively  to  an  alternative 

e  dispute  between  the  Defendant  and  the  said  com-  pa^^i^jon  "^  ^ 

plainant,   under  the 

Court.    The 
(a)  5  Beavauy  505.  Defendant  in- 

sisted on  the 
mlidity  of  the  partition,  but  admitted  the  possession  of  documents  shewing  the 
Auner  in  which  she  had  since  dealt  with  her  share  of  the  property.     Held,  that 
e  Plaintiff*  had  an  interest  in  them,  if  it  were  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
10  were  tenants  in  common  with  him. 

Vol.  VII.  Kk 
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1844. 


Maden 

V. 

Veeyers. 
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plaiiiant,  respecting  the  Defendant's  aforesaid  title  to 
the  said  estates,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  whereof, 
wherein,  and  whereto  the  Defendant  was  possessed' 
interested,  and  entitled,  and  that  the  same  and  each  of 
the  last-mentioned  documents,  papers,  and  writings  bad 
been,  respectively,  prepared  and  made  since  the  said  dis- 
pute arose,  and  with  a  view  to,  and  in  contemplation 
and  prospect  of  the  litigation  of  the  said  dispute,  and  of 
the  Defendant's  defence  against  the  claim  of  the  said 
complainant;  wherefore  the  Defendant  submitted  and 
insisted,  that  she  was  not  bound,  and  ought  not  to  be 
required  to  produce,  or  deposit,  or  part  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  several  last-mentioned  documents,  papers, 
and  writings,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  and  she  declined 
so  to  do." 


A  motion  was  made  for  the  production  of  these  docu- 
ments. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Bacofi,  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Julyzx.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  production  is  sought  for  the  documents 
stated  in  the  second  part  of  the  schedule  to  the  De- 
fendant's answer ;  she  says,  that  they  relate  exclusitely 
to  the  dispute  between  her  and  the  PlaintiflFs  res|>ecling 
the  title  to  the  estate  in  question,  and  that  they  were 
all  prepared  and  made  since  the  dispute  arose,  in  con* 
temptation  of  the  litigation  of  that  dispute,  and  her  de- 
fence against  the  Plaintiff's  claim.     If  these  documents 

were 
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were  cases  laid  before  counsel,  and  statements  made  by 
or  for  her  legal  advisers,  or  communications  made  be- 
tween her  and  her  solicitor,  merely  in  the  relation  of 
solicitor  and  client,  she  would  be  entitled  to  protection ; 
but  that  is  not  said,  and  the  answer  does  not  bring  her 
within  the  rule. 


1844. 


With  regard  to  the  other  documents,  which  shew  the 
manner  in  which  she  has  dealt  with  her  own  share  of 
the  property,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiffs,  as 
tenants  in  common,  have  an  interest  in  them,  if  it  be 
only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  who  are  tenants  in 
common  with  them. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  documents  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  must  be  produced. 


In  re  WATTS. 

rr^HIS  was  a  petition  for  the  taxation  of  five  bills  of 
■*•  costs.  One  of  the  objections  was,  that  the  solicitor 
would  be  unable  to  establish  some  of  his  charges,  in 
consequence  of  the  death  of  his  clerk,  and  of  the  books 
nnd  papers  having  been  delivered  to  the  petitioner  and 
to  other  persons  jointly  liable  who  had  become  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bagshawe^  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Tnrner  and  Mr.  Elmsley,  conird. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  ordered  the  tax- 
ation, directed,  that  if  the  Taxing  Master  should  find,  that 
with  respect  to  any  of  the  items  in  any  of  the  five  bills 
of  costs,  Mr.  fVaiis  should  be  unable  to  establish  any  of 
Kk2  his 


March  23. 


Special  di- ' 
rection  given 
on  an  order 
for  taxation, 
that  if  the 
solicitor 
should  be  un- 
able to  esta- 
blish any  of 
the  charges  by 
reason  of  the 
death  of  his 
clerk,  or  the 
absence  of  the 
books  and 
papers  de- 
livered to  the 
client,  the 
Taxing  Mas- 
ter should  re- 
port specially 
thereon. 
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IS**.        his  cliarges,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  Oliver  Orlando 
^■^T^^^^      Scott  in  the  aflSdavit  of  Mr.  JVatts  named,  or  the  absence 

itl   TC 

Watts.  of  the  books  and  papers  stated  in  the  said  affidavit  to 
have  been  delivered  to  the  petitioner  or  the  said  other 
bankrupts,  the  said  Taxing  Master  should  report  spe* 
cially  thereon  to  the  Court. 


Reg.  Lih.  1843.  A.  762. 


March  2\.23.  BECK  V.   BURN. 

Where  the  ^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  three  PlaintiflFs,  on  behalf 

cIaM?on8isted  ^^  themselves  and  all  other  persons  interested  in 

of  a  direction  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estate  of  a  testator,  except 

to  divide  and 

patfy  upon  the  the  Defendants. 

death  of  the 

tenant  for  life:  . 

Held,  upon  The  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1801,  gave  and 

thatX!^^^'  bequeathed  all  hb  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife 

only  took  who  for  her  life;  and  immediately  after  her  decease,  be  d»- 

tenant  for  life,  rected  his  executors  to  sell  his  freeholds,  &c.,  and  his 

A  testator  household  furniture,  &c.,  and  to  call  in  monies,  and  in- 
made  a  direct  .  • 
gift  of  his  real  vesta  sumcient  sum  m  consols  to  answer  three  annui- 

^"^  P^"°"*^  ties,   which   annuities,    in   case    of  the  deaths  of  tlie 

estate  to  nis  • 

wife  for  life,  annuitants,  were  to  fall  into  the  residue  of  his  personal 

death  he  dt  estate,  and  be  divided  as  after  mentioned, 
rected  his  ex- 

and  "  divide  The  testator  proceeded  as  follows :  —  **  And  with  re- 

and  equally  g  ^^^  ^^  ^j^^  residue  of  the  produce  of  sale  of  my  said 

pay "  the  pro-  ^                                                    ^                                  r     l  U 

duce  amongst  freehoia* 
a  clas&  of 

children;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wilCi 
leaving  issue,  he  directed  his  executors  to  '*  pay  "  unto  the  issue,  his  parent's  shait< 
Held,  that  those  children  and  issue  were  alone  entitled  who  survived  the  tenant  for 
Ufe. 
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freehold,  copyhold,  or  leasehold  estates,  household  fur-  IS**, 
niture,  books,  plate,  linen,  and  china,  and  other  house- 
hold stuff,  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  sold,  and  money 
due  upon  bonds  or  otherwise,  and  other  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  I  direct 
my  executors  to  divide  and  equally  pay  the  same,  to  and 
amongst  all  and  every  the  children  bom  in  lawful  wed- 
lock of  my  brothers  and  sisters,  and  to  and  amongst  all 
and  every  the  children  born  in  lawful  wedlock  of  my 
said  dear  wife*s  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and  share 
alike.  And  my  further  will  and  meaning  is,  that  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  the  above-mentioned 
children  in  the  lifetime  of  my  said  dear  wife,  leaving 
issue,  then  and  in  that  case,  I  hereby  direct  my  said 
executors,  to  pay  unto  the  issue  of  such  child  or  children 
his,  her,  or  their  parents'  share  equally  between  them, 
share  and  share  alike.  And  my  further  will  and  mean- 
ing is,  that  as  the  several  annuitants  die,  I  hereby  direct 
that  their  said  annuities,  as  they  respectively  fall  into 
the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  and  the  stock  wherein 
they  are  invested,  shall  go  and  be  equally  divided  amongst 
all  and  every  the  children  above  mentioned,  and  the 
issue  of  such  deceased  child  or  children,  share  and  share 
alike-*' 

The  testator  died  in  1818,  at  which  time  all  the 
brothers  and  sisters  both  of  himself  and  wife  were  dead. 

His  widow  died  in  1837. 

William  Wilson,  a  nephew  of  the  testator,  died  in  his 
lifetime.  Samuel  Verryy  a  nephew  of  the  testator's  wife, 
died  in  her  lifetime  without  leaving  any  issue,  and  Robert 
Stone,  a  nephew  of  the  widow,  also  died  in  the  widow's 
lifetime. 

Kk  3  Mr. 
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1844.  Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Wood^  for  the  Plaintiflfe. 

The  life  estate  is  given  to  the  wife  directly,  and  there 
is  no  gift  to  the  trustees  until  her  death.  There  is  oo 
gift  whatever  to  the  class,  except  in  the  direction  to 
divide  and  pay^  and,  therefore,  there  was  no  vesting 
until  the  period  at  which  the  sale,  division,  and  payment 
were  to  take  place ;  consequently  those  only  who  survived 
the  tenant  for  life  attained  vested  interests,  and  became 
entitled  to  participate  in  the  fund. 

Mr.  Twmer  and  Mr.  Marwellj  conirc^  contended,  tbt 
there  was  a  gift  to  a  class,  which  vested  immediately  on 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  payment  alone 
was  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  estate.  Thatj 
therefore,  the  representatives  of  those  who  survived  the 
testator,  but  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  were 
entitled  to  share  in  the  fund. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  Billingsley  v.  WiUs  {a\ 
Finer  v.  Francis  (i),  Batsford  v.  Kebbell  (c).  Walker  v. 
Main  (d),  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  {e\  Gray  v.  Gorman  (g\ 
Hallifax  v.  Wilson,  {h) 

Mr.Stintonj  Mr.  Elderion,  Mr.  Shebbearc^  Mr.  Cori/y 
Mr.  Ellis,  and  Mr.  Miller  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  reply. 

TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Th( 


(a)  3  Aik.  219.  (rf)  1  Jac.  ^  W.  1. 

(6)  2  B.  C.  C,  658.,  and  2  Car,  {e)  2  Hare,  14. 

190.  (g)/^.  268. 

(c)  3  Vcs.  365,  364.  (A)  16  Vet.  171. 


Decree. 
Declare,  that  the  residuary  estate  ''  was  divisible  amongst  such 
only  of  the  children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters,  and  of  his 
widow's  brothers  and  sisters,  and  of  the  issue  of  any  such  child  de- 
ceased in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  testator's  widow,  as  were  living 
at  the  death  of  the  testator's  said  widow,  such  issue  taking  the 
share  which  their  parents  would  have  taken  if  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator's  said  widow."  And  that  William  Wilson,  Samuel  Verry, 
and  Robert  Stone  did  not  respectively  become  entitled  to  any  share 
or  interest  in  the  said  testator's  residuary  estate. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1844. 

The  testator  in  this  will  has  described  a  class  of 
children,  amongst  whom  the  residuary  estate  is  to  be 
divided,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  whom  he  has 
given  his  real  and  personal  estate  for  life.  He  has 
made  no  direct  gift  to  the  children,  nor  to  any  trustee  for 
them ;  but  he  has  directed  the  whole  to  be  sold  and 
"  divided  and  equally  paid ''  amongst  the  children,  &c. 

I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  construction  of  this  will, 
that  the 'direction  to  "divide  and  pay"  applies  to  such 
persons  only  as  might  answer  the  description  at  the 
time  of  distribution ;  and  that  the  class  to  take,  con- 
sists of  such  children  as  should  be  living  at  the  death 
of  the  wife,  and  the  issue  of  any  who  should  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  wife,  leaving  issue,  such  issue  being  living 
at  the  period  of  distribution. 

The  eflect  therefore  is,  that  the  children  who  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  their  issue  who 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  are  excluded. 

I  do  not  say  that  in  all  cases  where  there  is  only  a 
direction  to  "  pay,"  it  excludes  all  those  who  may  not  be 
living  at  the  time  of  distribution.  That  must  always 
depend  on  the  context  of  the  will. 


See  Leake  v.  Robinson,  2  Mer.  p.387. ;  Daoies  v,  Fisher,  5  Bcav. 
n.  900_ 
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March  22.  In  re  TRYON.  (a) 

Taxation  HT^HIS  was   a   petition  for  the  taxation  of  a  bill  o  ff 

ordered,  after       ■  u*  i    i      i  u  •  i 

payment  costs,  which  had  been  paid. 

under  protest, 

the  payment  .  .  ,     ,       , ,  t  .      i 

being  insisted         The  petitioners  had  sold  an  estate  vested  in  them  a^  s 

on  as  a  con-  trustees,  and  two  terms  of  years  having,  on  a  former  r 

parting  with  a  purchase,  been  assigned  to  Mr.  Curling  to  attend  tlm.  < 

tocomp^^^^^  inheritance,  the  petitioners  applied  to  him  to  re-assi^ ti 

purchase.  them  to  new  trustees  for  the  present  purchaser.      Th    » 

named  trustee  ^®  refused  to  do,  alleging  that  his  name  had  been  us^-nd 

without  his       without  his  authority,  and  that  he  had  never  accept^^sd 

sanction,  and 

called  on  to      the  trusts. 

disclaim,  is 

authorised  in 

taking  the  Mr.  Curling  was  thereupon  requested  to  execute         a 

counsel  as  to     ^^^^  ^^  disclaimer;  he  ultimately  consented  to  do  ^^    o> 

his  obligation    upon  an  undertaking  to  pay  his  costs  and  expenses. 

to  execute  a 

disclaimer. 

Generally  ^^^  Tryon^  who  was  residing  at  Dealj  was  employ^^^ 

solicitors  are     by  Mr.  Curling  as  his  solicitor,  on  the  occasion.     Ir^^ 
"h'cos^rof  a    Perused  the  abstract  of  the  diflFerent  deeds,  and  also  tE  ^^ 
journey  to        deed  of  disclaimer,  and  he  took  the  opinion  of  coun>  ^ 
^Tmi'ne^b-      ^^    '^  ^^'  Curling's  obligation  to  execute  the  deed    ^ 
stracts  there,     disclaimer,  and  made  a  journey  up  to  London  to  cotti' 
some  specially,  pare  the  deeds  with  the  abstract      In  Atigust  1843  1^*? 
delivered  his  bill  of  costs,  amounting  to  26/.  185.,  «n 
which  he  charged   71.  7s.  for  obtaining  counsel's  opi- 
nion, and  12/.  for  his  journey  to  London  and  expenses 
there.     The  bill  having  been  objected  to,   Mr.  Tryon 
offered  to  reduce  it  by  the  sum  of  51.  5s.y  but  refused  to 

part 

(a)  Ex  relatione. 
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part  with  the  deed  of  disclaimer  until  be  received  pay-        184-4. 
ment  of  the  balance. 

The  deed  of  disclaimer  being  necessary  for  the 
completion  of  the  purchase,  the  amount  of  the  bill  after 
deducting  the  5/.  5s.  and  making  an  addition  of  135.  ^d. 
was,  on  the  23d  of  November  1843,  sent  by  a  clerk 
to  Mr.  Tryoris  London  agents,  with  a  letter,  stating 
that  the  sum  was  paid  under  protest^  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  the  deed,  and  without  prejudice  to  the 
petitioners'  right  to  tax  or  otherwise  question  the  bill 
of  costs.  On  the  same  day,  Mr.  Tryoris  agents  wrote 
to  the  solicitor  of  the  petitioners,  stating  that  they  had 
placed  the  sum  of  22/.  Qs.  4r/.  to  Mr.  Tryons  credit  with 
the  executors,  which,  according  to  his  instructions,  they 
had  received  in  satisfaction  of  his  claims,  for  the  purpose 
of  closing  this  account  and  avoiding  all  dispute. 

The  petitioners'  solicitor,  however,  immediately  re- 
turned an  answer,  stating  that  the  22/.  6s.  4^.  was  paid 
upon  the  terms  stated  in  the  letter  left,  and  upon  no 
other ;  and  if  they  did  not  think  fit  to  receive  it,  he 
offered  to  return  the  deed,  on  receiving  back  the 
money,  and  to  consider  that  they  refused  to  deliver 
up  the  deed. 

In  answer  to  this  letter,  Mr.  Tryon's  agents  stated, 
that  they  could  not  pay  back  the  sum  received  in  ex- 
change for  the  deed,  on  its  return,  as  it  was  useless  to 
Mr.  77yo»'s  client. 

A  petition  was  presented,  praying  the  taxation  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Roundell  Palmer,  for  the  petitioners,  contended 
that  the  bill  having  been  paid  under  protest,  ought  now 

to 
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1844*.        to   be  taxed;  that  counsel's  opinion  was  unnecessary^ 
not  having  been  taken  with  a  view  to  assist  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  but  to  determine  the  propriety  of  disclaiming 
a  trust  of  two  terms  of  years  which  he  had  refused  to 
accept,  and   that  in  addition  to   this,    Mr.  Tryon  bad 
been  informed  that  such  a  course  would  be  objected  to 
as  unnecessary.     Secondly,  that  it  was  not  necessary  foK^ 
a  solicitor,  having  an  agent  in  town,  to  come  to  Londorm^ 
to  examine  deeds,  when  that  duty  might  be  as  weL  1. 
performed  by  the  London  agent,  or  by  his  clerk,  as  b^^ 
the  principal  (a) 

Mr.  Edti  contra^  contended  that  there  ought  not  t  ^ 
be  any  taxation  of  the  bill,  which  had  been  finalL  ^ 
settled.  That  Mr.  Tryon  had  made  the  deduction  ci^af 
5L  5s,,  and  parted  with  the  deed  of  disclaimer  on  tl^  e 
terms  of  receiving  the  22/.  6s.  4e/.,  and  that  the  accour^^t 
having  been  thus  finally  settled  by  agreement,  oughawt 
not  to  be  re-opened. 

He  argued  also,  that  the  items  complained  of  wei —  ^ 
proper. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,   on   the  whole,  was  (W  ' 
opinion,  that  the  payment  had  been  conditional,  though  -^ 
if  it  had  been  absolute,  it  might,  upon  the  special  cir-^' 
cumstances,  have  still  been  subject  to  taxation. 

That  Mr.  Curling's  name  having  been  used  without 
his  authority,  he  was  justified  in  taking  the  opinion 
of  counsel  on  the  matter ;  but  that  as  to  the  travelling 
expenses,  the  general  rule  was  not  to  allow  such  costs 

unless 

(a)  Crosslet/y.  Parker,  1  Jac,     ford^   1   Mt^L  cj-  IC,  564.;  Hor* 
^  W.  460.;  AUop  V.  Lord  Ojt-      lock  v.  SmxOi,  2  MyL  Sf  Cr,  52J. 
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unless  there  were  some  specialty,  and  this  would  have  1844. 

to  be  considered  by  the  Master  on  the  taxation,  which  ^^^^^^ 

he  must  direct.  Tryon. 

He  therefore  ordered  a  taxation  oF  the  items  com- 
plained of,  and  reserved  the  question  of  costs. 


Note. — The  Taxing  Master,  on  taxation,  disallowed  the  charges 
for  the  journey,  &c.,  and  allowed  Si,  at,  only  for  the  examination  of 
the  deeds ;  but  he  allowed  the  costs  of  the  opinion,  with  some  de- 
duction. The  parties  then  arranged  the  matter,  and  the  case  was 
not  again  brought  before  the  Court. 


HUSSEY  V.  DIVETT.  jiprU23. 

'THHIS  was  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  to  bring  A  bill  of  rc- 
^    new  trustees  before  the  Court.     It  was  set  down   Ijement  waiT 

to  be  heard  against  the  new  trustees  only,  and  not  as  ^^  ^o  bri°e 

new  trustees 
against  the  other  parties,  with  respect  to  whom  it  was  before  the 

simply  sought  to  revive  the  suit.  Court.  It  was 

^  •'         °  supplemental 

as  to  the  trus- 

Mr.  fF.  H.  Clarke,  for  the  Plaintiff.  &Wor  IJ" 

rq^rded  the 

Mr.  Freeling  objected,  that  this  suit  had  been  set  fendants. 
down  against  the  new  trustees  only,  and  that  the  prac-  ^®*^»  ^**"^  ^' 
tice  was  as  stated  m  S  DanielTs  Practice  (a) :  '^  It  is  to  cessary  to  set 
be  recollected,  that,  in  all  cases  where  there  is  a  bill  of  J^]^ hwd" 
revivor  and  supplement,  the  case  must  be  set  down  for  as  against  the 
hearing  against  all  the  parties,  although  the  bill  is  only  °®^  trustees, 
a  bill  of  revivor  against  one,  and  an  order  to  revive  has 
been  obtained." 

AMSS. 

(a)  Page  232. 
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A   MSS.  case,  of  Nelihorpe  v.  ManiMj   was  re- 
ferred to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  no  general. 
rule  could  be  laid  down,  and  that  each  case  must  de — 
pend  on  its  particular  circumstances.  However,  as  L^ 
was  admitted  that  this  bill  contained  no  new  facts  coik  ^ 
nected  with  the  parties  against  whom  it  was  sougl^^  t 
simply  to  revive  the  suit,  and  as  its  purport  was  limite^--^ 
to  the  bringing  the  new  trustees  before  the  Court,  th^^e 
objection  could  not  be  sustained. 


Julff  18. 

Twenty  years 
ago,  twenty- 
seven  persons 
conveyed  real 
and  personal 
estate  to  trus- 
tees to  sell, 
and  to  divide 
the  produce. 
Held,  that  a 
bill  might  be 
filed  by  a  few, 
on  behalf  &c, 
against  the 
trustees,  to 
make  them 
account;  and 
that  it  was  not 
necessary  to 
make  all  the 
persons  in- 
terested par* 
ties  to  the  suit. 


SMART  V.  BRADSTOCK. 

npmS  bill  was  filed  by  the  three  Plaintiffs,  "on  li^"-c- 
-*•  half  of  themselves  and  all  other  the  persons  i  **" 
terested  in  the  real  and  personal  estates  of  Wal^^^ 
Woodcock^  and  the  produce  of  such  estates,  under  t\—  "^® 
indentures  dated  in  1824  and  1826. 

Disputes  having  arisen  between  the  parties  entitl^^^ 
under  the  will  of  Walter  Woodcock^  such  parties  (beir^^fif 
twenty-seven  in  number)  executed  the  deeds  in  que.^^ 
tion,    whereby   they  conveyed   the   real   and  person^*' 
estate  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  sell,  and  to  divide  the  pro- 
duce between  the  parties  beneficially  interested.     Thi^ 
bill  was  filed  to  make  the  trustees  account 

Mr.  Beroir^  for  the  Defendant  Bradstock^  objected} 
that  the  suit  was  defective  for  want  of  parties,  and  be 
insisted  that  all  the  persons  beneficially  interested  under 
the  deeds  stated,  ought  to  be  made  parties,  to  protect 
their  interests.     That  there  was  no  allegation  in  the  bill 

tb« 
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that  the  persons  interested  were  so  numerous  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  make  them  parties  to  the  suit ; 
and  in  a  case  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  {a)  it  was 
considered  that  twenty  creditors,  interested  in  a  real 
estate,  were  not  so  large  a  number,  that  the  Court 
would,  on  the  ground  of  inconvenience  alone,  allow  a 
few  of  them  to  represent  the  others,  and  dispense  with 
such  others  as  parties  in  a  suit  to  recover  the  estate 
against  the  whole  body  of  creditors. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mx.Shapter^  for  another  Defendant. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Bird^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Where  parties  are  numerous,  the  Court  will  not  re- 
quire the  presence  of  all  of  them,  if  it  sees  that  they  are 
substantially  represented  by  other  parties  to  the  suit, 
whose  interests  are  not  conflicting.  It  is  always  a 
matter  of  convenience,  and  to  hold  the  contrary  would 
result  in  a  denial  of  justice  ;  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  {b) 

In  the  case  of  a  joint  stock  company,  the  Court 
allows  a  few  on  behalf  of  the  rest ;  Taylor  v.  Salmon  [c) ; 
and  the  reasoning  in  >hat  case  is  equally  applicable  to 
the  present. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  hold  that  the  absent  parties  are  sufficiently 
represented :  they  have  exactly  the  same  interests  as 
those  of  the  Plaintiffs.  The  parties  were  twenty-seven 
in  number  twenty  years  ago;  there  is  no  telling  what 
number  they  may  amount  to  at  the  present  time,  and 
the  justice  of  the  case  would  probably  be  defeated,  if  the 
Plaintiffs  were  required  to  make  them  all  parties  to  the 
suit. 


1844. 


(a)  Harrison    v.    Stewardion^ 
2  Hare,  530. 

{h)  4  Beav.  315. 

{c)  4  MtfL  4r  Cr,  134.     Sec 


Richardson  v.  Hastings^  anie,50l, 
323.;  Powell  \.  Wright,  anii,  444, 
Gordon  v.  Pyw,  3  Hare,  223. 
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July  22.  LECKIE  V.  HOGBEN. 

A  testatrix,   ^MlJiE  testatrix,  being  under  an  obligation  to  seci^K=ire 

being  liable  to      ■  .        ^  ^    ^  i       t        i         «      .    . 

pay  an  annuity  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year  to  her  brother  Renur^^=ig- 

to  ^.  for  life,    ^,  Leckie  for  life,  purchased  an  annuity  of  that  amoui^^nt, 
purchased  an  ,  '  ^  ''  _ 

annuity  dur-     payable  during  the  life  of  Fanny  Burgess^  whose  life  s-     -fle 

Lnd  effected  a  '"^ured  for  the  sum  of  2000/.     The  testatrix  being  al        so 

policT  on  B.'i  bound  to  pay  an  annuity  of  150/.  to  Mrs.  Gill  for  lii^Me, 

By  her  will  purchased  a  leasehold  property  for  securing  it. 

•he  recited, 

that  on  the  _,,  .     i     i  ^  .     . 

death  of  B,  ^  "^  testatrix  had  a  power  of  appointing  certain  pi — '^>- 

2000/.  would    perty  standinc:  in  the  names  of  trustees ;  and  by  1l  -^r 

be  recovered     '^.,,      ^         .7  .     ,         .  ,      .  

to  her  estate,    will,  after  giving  certain  legacies,  she  gave  the  inter^^sst 

f  ^VIiMn  ^^  ^^®  remaining  sums  referred  to  in  her  marriage  s^^st- 

the  lifeofil.,    tlement,  to  her  husband  for  life,  and  on  his  death  sH=)e 

werrto^pro-     g^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  residue  to  James  Henry  Leckie^  and  tlKne 

vide  i<.'s  an-     other  moiety  to  Mrs.  Robinson  and  her  children, 
nuity  out  of 
her  estate.   In 

*l*f  ®r®"l°iL        ^3  a  codicil,  dated  in  September  18S5,  she  express^^ 
Am  s  clcato  i)6" 

fore  -».,  she  herself  as  follows :  —  "  Whereas  I  am  bound  to  pay  nr^J 

fhlsed^an  "'^'  brother  Remington  Leckie  an  annuity  of  200/.  sterliK^^^g 

nuity  to  C,  per  annum  during  natural  life,   for  which  purpose       ' 

premmms   ^  ^^^^  purchased  an  annuity  on  and  during  the  life  ^^^ 

and  on  the  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess^  on  whose  life  I  pay  annually  d"*^ 

she  gave  to  C.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^^'  ^^*  ^®  ^'^®  West  of  England  Life  As- 

the  2000/.  B,  surance  Office,  in  order  that,  at  her  death,  the  sum  vf 

died  in  the 

life  of  A,  2000/.,  or  more,  may  be  recovered  to  my  estate ;  in  the 

was  not  en-      event  of  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess  dying  before  my  brother 
titled  to  the      Remington  Leckie^  I  leave  it  to  the  discretion  of  ray 

2000/ 

executors  to  provide  my  said  brother  Remington  Leckie 
his  annuity  from  my  estate,  as  they  shall  think  best. 
In  the  event  of  my  brother  Remington^s  death  before  the 
above-named  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess^  I  give  and  bequeath 

the 
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the  above  annuity  of  200/.  per  annum  unto  my  brother 
Captain  James  Haity  LecJcie^  his  heirs,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  the  life  assurance  of 
80/.  165.  ^d. ;  and  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess, 
I  give  and  bequeath  the  above-named  2000/.  insured 
upon  her  life  unto  my  said  brother  Captain  James 
Henry  Leckie,  his  heirs,  administrators,  and  assigns." 
The  codicil  also  contained  the  following  disposition, 
which  was  supposed  to  affect  the  construction  of  the 
prior  gift. 


1844. 


*'  I  am  also  bound  to  pay  Mrs.  Jane  Ann  Gill  an 
annuity  of  150/.  during  her  natural  life,  for  which  pur- 
pose I  purchased  a  leasehold  estate  of  some  houses  in 
Johnson*s  Court  and  St.  Dtinstan^s  Courts  Fleet  Street. 
On  the  death  of  the  said  Mrs.  Jane  Ann  Gillj  I  give 
and  bequeath  unto  my  niece  Mrs.  Atin  Sobinson,  &C., 
the  above  leasehold  estate.  I  desire  my  executors 
to  pay  my  brother  R.  Leckie  the  sum  of  752/.  Oa*.  Sd. 
After  paying  this,  and  the  annual  assurance  of  80/.  165.  S£^. 
on  the  life  of  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess^  and  any  deficiency 
in  the  annuity  for  Mrs.  Jane  Ann  GiUy  I  give  and  be- 
queath unto  my  husband  John  Pen^y^  for  his  natural 
life,  the  interest  of  all  my  other  property  that  now  is  or 
may  come  into  my  estate  after  my  death.  At  his  death, 
I  give  and  bequeath  one  half  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
property  unto  my  brother  Captain  James  Henry  I^ckie^ 
the  interest  of  the  other  half  of  the  said  property  unto 
my  niece  Ann  Robinson^  &c.,  for  her  natural  life.  At 
her  death  I  wish  it  to  be  divided  among  her  children, 
on  their  becoming  of  age,  viz.  twenty-one  years." 

The  testatrix  died  in  1838. 


Fanny  Burgess  died  in  1842,  leaving  Remington  Leckie 
her    surviving.      The    Plaintiff*   James   Henry   Leckie 

claimed 
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1844.  claimed  the  2000/.  which  on  the  death  of  Fanny  Bur  — - 
gess  had  been  paid  on  the  policy ;  and  the  question  :^ 
was,  whether,  under  the  codicil,  he  was  so  entitled,  c^^ ' 
whether  the  sum  in  question  fell  into  the  testatrix'^*': 
residuary  estate. 

Mr.  Purvis  and   Mr.  Woody  for  the  Plaintiff,  coar-m- 
tended,  that  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess,  tLs  ^ 
Plaintiff,  in  any  event,  became  entitled  to  the  polic^^* 
That  the  testatrix  provided  for  the  two  alternative^^^ 
namely,  of  Mrs.  Burgess  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  R^r- 
mingtony  and  Remington  dying  in  the  life  of  Mrs.  Bitw^- 
gess;    in  the  former,   Remington^s  annuity  was  to  be 
provided  out  of  the  estate ;  and  in  the  latter,  Mrs.  Bt^r- 
gess's  annuity  was  to  go  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  that  then  tbe 
testatrix  thus  proceeded  :  "  And  on  the  death  of  Mwr^ 
Fanny  Burgess^^   (meaning  whenever  it  might  happerm  \ 
^^  1  give  and  bequeath  the  200p/.  insured  upon  her  1  £  ^^ 
unto  my  brother  James.** 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Freeling,  and  Mr.  Jttrn^-  smtb^ 
Mr.  Busk  contra.     The  contingency  on  which  the  poli^^ 
was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  has  not  happened.     The  g'*'^ 
of  it  was  only  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  Remingf^^f^ 
dying  in  the  life  of  Mrs.  Burgess.  The  latter  words,  "  a^^d 
on  the  death,"  &c.,  are  qualified  by  those  immediate// 
preceding,  and  they  together  form  one  sentence.     The 
contingency  extends  to  the  whole  limitation  (a),  other- 
wise the  copulative  "  and  "  will,  unnecessarily,  be  re- 
jected.   The  2000/.  therefore  forms  part  of  the  residue. 

Mr.  Randellj  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Purvis^  in  reply. 

The 
(a)  1  Jarman  on  IVilii^  T53. 
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7%^  Master  of  ike  Rolls, 

The  testatrix  recites^  that  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fanny 
Burgess  the  sum  of  2000/.  or  more  may  be  recovered 
"  to  her  estate ;"  and  in  the  event  of  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess 
dying  before  Remington  Leckie,  she  left  it  to  the  discre- 
tion of  her  executors  to  provide  Remington  his  annuity 
from  *<  her  estate  "  as  they  should  think  best.  So  that, 
the  2000/.  being  recovered  "  to  her  estate/'  her  execu- 
tors were  from  "  her  estate  "  to  provide  for  the  annuity. 


1844. 


She  then  begins  a  fresh  paragraph.  In  the  event  of 
Remington's  death  before  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess^  she  gives 
the  annuity  to  Jajnes  Leckie^  he  paying  the  assurance 
on  Mrs.  Fanny  Burgess's  life,  and  on  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Fanny  Burgess  she  gives  the  policy  to  James  H.  Leckie. 

There  are  two  alternative  events  contemplated ;  Mrs. 
Burgess  dying  in  the  life  of  Remington^  and  Remington 
dying  in  the  life  of  Mrs.  Burgess.  In  the  former,  she 
or  her  estate  will  receive  2000/.,  and  be  still  liable  to  pay 
Remington's  annuity :  she  therefore  says  the  2000/.  will 
*^  come  to  her  estate;"  and  out  of  that  estate  she  directs 
Remington's  annuity  to  be  provided  for.  In  the  other 
event.  Remingtons  annuity  ceases,  but  her  estate  re- 
mains entitled  to  the  annuity  of  200/.  during  Mrs. 
Burgess's  life,  and  to  the  policy  payable  on  her  death. 
The  testatrix  says,  in  that  event,  let  my  brother  James 
have  the  annuity,  he  keeping  up  the  policy,  and,  on  the 
determination  of  the  annuity  by  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bur- 
gess,  let  him  have  the  2000/.  payable  on  the  policy. 

In  one  event,  the  money  payable  on  the  annuity  was 
to  fall  into  her  estate,  and  contribute  to  pay  the  continu- 
ing annuity  to  her  brother.  In  the  other  event,  James 
was  to  have  tlie  annuity  payable  by  Mrs.  Burgess  dur- 

Vol.  VI I.  LI  ing 
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ing  its  continuance,  be  keeping  up  the  policy  on  hm. 
life ;  and  on  her  death,  he  was  to  have  the  money  pa  ^ 
able  on  the  policy. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the  events  which  have  hi 
pened,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  2000/. 


■J 


Ji£/j/ll,12.15. 


YOUNG  V.  WHITE. 
WHITE  V.  YOUNG. 


A  purchaser, 
being  a  cre- 
ditor of  the 
agent  of  the 
vendor  of  an 
estate,  is  not 
entitled,  by 
agreement 
with  the  agent 
alone,  to  place 
the  debt  due 
to  the  agent 
to  the  debit  of 
the  principal, 


nnHE  Plaintiff  Young  was  entitled  to  the  Raitr^f 
-*-  estate,  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  Mr.  Eeles  for  70^*» 
and  also  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  200/.  to  ^Vr. 
Rumsq/t  the  solicitor  of  Youngs  which  latter,  althomJgh 
alleged  to  have  been  paid,  still  remained  untr^viS' 
ferred. 


On  the  11th  of  November  1840,  Bumsey^  with  the  Au- 
thority of  Yoiingj  entered  into  a  written  contract  for  the 

on  iccount  of  sale  of  the  estate  to  the  Defendant  White  for  920/.,  to 

the  purchase 

money.  be  completed  on  or  before  the  25th  of  March  then  next, 

^.emplwed  ^^  which  day  the  purchase  money  was  made  payable, 
estate,  and  On  the  same  day,  Rumsey  obtained  payment  from 
punrhase  ^        White^  (professedly  on  account  of  the  purchase  money,) 

money.  of  two  sums,  of  SOO/.  and  SSL 

B.  sold  it  to 

C    An  ac-  I^ 

count  was 

afterwards  settled  between  B,  and  C,  whereby,  after  giving  credit  for  monies  [»'<j 

on  account  of  the  purchase,  and  a  private  debt  of  550/.  due  from  B^  to  C»  a  iO>*'' 

balance  appeared  due  on  account  of  the  purchase  money,  which  C  then  p«i<l  ^^ 

B,    A.  afterwards,  in  ignorance  of  the  arrangements  between  B.  and  C,  executed 

the  conveyance,  and  signed  a  receipt  for  the  whole  purchase  money,  which  were 

handed  over  by  B.  to  C.     Held,  that  the  arrangement  for  setting  off*  ^.'s  private 

«iebt  was  invalid,  and  that  C  was  still  liable  to  A,  for  the  550/. 
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It  appeared  that  in  September  IS39,  and  July  1B40,        1844. 
White  had,  previously,  advanced  to  Bumsey  two  sums, 
of  400/.  and  J  50/.,  which,  though  disputed,  the  Court, 
upon  the  evidence  in  the  causes,  held  to  be  the  private 
debt  oF  Bumsey. 

Ramsey  acted  as  solicitor  for  both  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser in  the  sale. 

On  the  26th  of  March  1841,  Rumsey  made  out  two 
accounts,  one  of  which  he  produced  to  White^  and  was 
headed  "  Mr.  White  in  account  with  Mr. Rumsey^*  and 
therein,  after  charging  White  with  the  purchase  money 
of  920/.,  and  giving  credit  for  the  debts  of  400/.  and 
150/.,  and  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and  S5U  advanced  at 
the  date  of  the  contract,  and  interest,  it  appeared,  that 
3/.  145.  6d.  remained  due  from  Wliite  on  account  of 
his  purchase.  White  thereupon  paid  this  balance  to 
Rumsey.  The  conveyance  of  the  estate  had  not,  at 
that  time,  been  executed. 

On  the  same  day,  (26th  of  March  1841),  Rumsey 
wrote  to  Youngj  stating  the  net  balance  payable  to  him 
out  of  the  920/.  purchase  money  to  be  123/.,  after  pay- 
ing Eele^  mortgage,  amounting  to  770/.,  and  Rumsetf% 
bill  of  costs  in  the  transaction,  amounting  to  27/.  He 
also  stated,  that  if  he  ( Youn^  would  return  the  con- 
veyance executed,  "  giving  him  [Rumsey)  directions  how 
he  would  have  the  balance  disposed  of,  he,  Rumseyj 
would  pay  it."  He  enclosed  the  account,  and  the  bill 
of  costs,  in  which  he  charged  for  the  re-conveyance  of 
Eele^  mortgage.  The  Plaintiff  thereupon  executed  a 
common  conveyance  of  the  estate,  from  himself  to  White, 
and  he  signed  a  receipt,  endorsed  thereon,  for  the  whole 
consideration  money,  and  returned  it  to  Rumsey. 

L  I  2  Reeled 
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EeUi  mortgage  had  never  been  paid  off  or  reconveyed- 


On  the  10th  of  April  1841,  Ramsey  sent  the  deed  ti 
Wltite^  and  a  few  days  after  he  absconded,  and  was  sub — 
sequently  made  bankrupt.     No  notice  had  been  taken  o  Jt" 
Eeles*  mortgage,  which  still  remained  wholly  unpaid. 

Young  filed  this  bill  against  White^  praying  pay  men  It 
of  620/.,  the  alleged  balance  of  the  purchase  money^ 
and  offering  to  satisfy  Eele^  mortgage. 

On  the  other  hand.   White  filed  a  cross  bill,  insi}»t.— 
ing  that  the  400/.,  150/.,  and  35/.  had  been  advanced 
to  Rumsey  for  and  as  the  agent  of  Youngs  and  that  tl^e 
whole  purchase  money  had  been  paid,  and  praying  ^n 
effective  conveyance  of  the  property,  free  from  tlie  ixi- 
combrances  of  E^les  and  Rumsey. 

Mr.  Tinnei/i  and  Mr.  if.  Palmer^  for  the  Plain «- iff 
Youngs  contended,  that  of  the  purchase  money,  30  ^^ 
alone  had  been  paid  by  the  Defendant,  and  that  C-  ^^ 
sums  of  400/.  and  150/.  advanced  before  the  contra- ^^^ 
constituted  a  private  debt  of  Rumsey^  which  he  cou^'" 
not  concur  in  setting  off  against  the  sum  due  to  •  "^^ 
principal ;  Wyatt  v.  Lord  Hertford,  [a)  That  even  " 
these  sums  constituted  a  debt  of  Youngs  they  could  t  »ot 
be  set  off  against  his  lien  for  the  purchase  mont^^'^ 
Pinfiock  V.  Harrison,  (b) 

Tliat  if  the  money  had  not  been  actually  paid,  i''<^ 
receipt  was  ineffectual;     Coppin  \ .  Coppin  [c) ;  and    ''^ 
money  had  been  advanced  on  the  faith  of  the  convey- 
ance and  receipt. 


^fr. 


id)  3  East,  147.  (r)  2   P.  Wvis.  294. 

(J>)  3  Mec.  (J-  W.  552. 
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Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr.  Parry,  for  the  Defendant  1844. 
Whitey  contended,  that  Rumsey  had  all  along  acted  as 
the  general  agent  of  Youngs  and  that  all  the  sums  had 
been  advanced  to  Rumsey  on  account  of  Youngs  either 
as  his  authorized  agent,  or  on  account  of  the  purchase. 
That,  by  the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  and  by 
signing  the  receipt.  Young  had  recognized  all  that  had 
been  done  by  his  agent,  and  the  mode  in  which  the 
accounts  had  been  settled. 

The  Master  qfihe  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


T/ie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jufy  is. 

I  have  read  the  papers  in  this  case,  and  the  outline  of 
it  seems  to  be  as  follows :  — 


Mr.  YouTig  employed  Rumsej/f  who  had  been  his 
attorney  and  agent  in  many  other  matters,  as  his  agent, 
to  sell  the  Radnage  estate,  and  to  receive  the  purchase 
money. 

Rumsey  agreed  to  sell  the  estate  to  Mr.  White  for 
920/.,  to  be  paid  on  the  completion  of  the  purchase. 

The  estate  was  subject  to  incumbrances,  and  at  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  Rumsey  was  indebted  to  Mr. 
JVhite  in  the  sum  of  550/. 

In  the  agreement,  no  notice  was  taken  of  the  incum- 
brances, or  of  the  debt  which  was  due  from  Rumsey  to 
White ;  but  it  was  provided,  that  the  estate  was  to  be 
conveyed  to  Mr.  White^  free  from  incumbrances,  for  the 
8um  of  920/.,  to  be  paid  at  a  future  time. 

Zi  /  3  Rumsey^ 
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184'4.  Bumsey^  however,   requested  Mr.  White  to  advance 

SOO/.5  part  of  the  purchase  money,  immediately,  for  the 
use  of  Mr.  Young;  and  the  request  being  complied  with, 
Bumsey  signed  a  receipt  for  the  same,  as  part  of  the 
consideration  money ;  and  in  the  receipt  no  notice  was 
taken  of  the  debt  which  was  owing  from  Bumsey  to 
Mr.  mUe. 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  the  matter  stood  immediately 
after  the  receipt  was  signed,  it  cannot  be  considered 
that  more  than  800/.  had  then  been  paid  on  account  of 
the  purchase  money. 

Almost  immediately  afterwards,  Rumsey  requested 
Mr.  White  to  advance  a  further  sum  of  35/.  for  the  use 
of  Mr.  Young.  The  evidence  shews  a  great  probability 
that  this  sum  of  S5L  was  paid ;  and  although  the  proof . 
is  not  conclusive,  yet,  as  Mr.  Young  has  declined  to 
take  an  inquiry  on  the  subject,  I  must  consider  that  the 
sum  of  S5l.  was  in  fact  paid,  and  I  think  that  it  ought 
to  be  attributed  to  the  purchase.  The  question  is 
what,  if  any,  further  sum  of  money  was  paid  by  Mr. 
White  to  Rumsey  pursuant  to  the  contract. 

After  the  contract  had  been  signed,  Rumsey ,  who  was 
then  acting  as  solicitor  for  Mr.  White  as  well  as  for 
Mr.  Yotmgy  prepared  the  conveyance,  (under  the  cir- 
cumstances, a  very  improper  one),  and  on  the  26tb  of 
March  184?1,  he  told  Mr.  Young  that  the  purchase 
money  was  paid. 

In  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary^  I 
think  that  Mr.  Young  must  have  understood  Rumsey  t^ 
say,  that  the  purchase  money  was  paid  pursuant  to  the 
contract 


On 
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On  the  same  day,  {March  26ih\  Btimsey  settled  an  1844. 
account  with  Mr.  White  in  relation  to  the  purchase. 
The  account  is  stated  in  the  name  of  Rumset/^  and^not 
in  the  name  of  Mr.  Yaufig ;  but  it  appears  to  be  the 
only  account  which  Mr.  White  had  in  relation  to  his 
purchase  from  Mr.  Your^ ;  and  in  this  account,  Ramsey 
gave  credit  to  Mr.  White  for  sums  amounting  to  550/., 
the  debt  then  due  from  Ramsey  himself,  and  some  interest 
thereon;  and  upon  this  account,  with  such  credit,  he 
made  it  appear  that  no  more  than  3/.  14*5.  ^d.  remained 
due  to  Mr.  Young  on  account  of  the  purchase  money ; 
and  Mr.  White  paid  this  sum  of  3/.  145.  6cf.  to  Ramsey 
for  Mr.  Young, 

Mr.  White  seems  to  have  placed  so  much  confidence 
in  Ramsey^  as  to  believe  that  Ramsey  had  borrowed  the 
sums  amounting  to  550/.  for  the  use  of  Mr.  Youngs  that 
the  estate  was  free  from  incumbrances,  and  that  Mr. 
Young  had  authorized  Ramsey  to  set  oiF  the  debt  against 
so  much  of  the  purchase  money. 

On  the  same  day  on  which  Ramsey  settled  this  ac- 
count with  Mr.  Whitey  he  sent  to  Mr.  Young  a  state- 
ment of  account,  falsely  representing,  in  effect,  that  he 
had  received  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money,  and 
that  after  applying  a  part  of  it  in  discharge  of  Eeles' 
mortgage,  and  another  part  in  paying  his  own  bill  of 
costs,  a  balance  of  123/.  remained  in  his  hands,  to  be 
applied  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Young. 

Mr.  Young  placed  so  much  confidence  in  Ramsey^  as 
to  believe  this  statement  to  be  true ;  and  he  thereupon, 
at  the  request  of  Mr.  Ramsey,  executed  the  conveyance 
which  Ramsey  had  prepared,  and  signed  a  receipt  for 
the  whole  of  the  purchase  money. 

L  I  4  The 
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lS4i4t,  The  conveyaDce  and  receipt  were  sent  to  Ramsey  hj 

his  clerk,  and  delivered    to  Mr.  White  on  the  lOtb  of 
April  1841. 

No  money  was  paid  or  advanced  on  the  credit  of  the 
conveyance  and  receipt;  and  no  more  than  335/.»  ami 
the  balance  of  3/.  l^^.  6d,^  can  be  considered  as  paid 
on  account  of  the  purchase  money  pursuant  to  the 
contract.  The  question  therefore  seems  to  be  reduced 
to  this :  — 

Whether  a  purchaser,  being  a  creditor  of  the  agent 
of  the  vendor  of  an  estate,  and  dealing  with  the  agent 
in  the  absence  of  his  principal,  and  without  any  special 
authority  of  the  principal  for  the  purpose,  is  entitled, 
as  against  the  principal,  by  agreement  with  the  agent 
alone,  to  place  his  debt,  really  due  from  the  same 
agent,  to  the  debit  of  the  principal,  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  ? 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  purchaser  is  not  so  entitled; 
and  consequently  that  Mr.  White  is  still  indebted  to  Mr. 
Youtig  for  so  much  of  the  purchase  money  as  remains, 
after  deducting  the  three  sums  of  300/.,  S5L^  and 
3L  I4ts.  6(L 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Young  is  bound  to  perforni 
his  part  of  the  contract,  and,  at  his  own  charge,  to  pro- 
cure for  Mr.  White  an  assignment  or  surrender  of  the 
term  vested  in  Mr.  Eeles^  and  a  re-conveyance  of  the 
estate  which  was  vested  in  Ruvisey, 

I  think  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  must  follow  the 
event,  and  I  greatly  regret  the  additional  burden  thus 
thrown  on  Mr.  White. 

His 
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His  loss  has  arisen  from  a  shameful  fraud  practised        1844. 
upon  him,  and  he  is  himself  free  from    the  slightest 
personal  imputation. 


STAGG  V.  BROWN.  y«/^24. 

THIS  being  the  last  seal  after  Trinity  term,  Upon  a  mo- 

tion, made  on 
the  last  seal 
Mr.  Bird  moved  for  the  order  absolute,  dissolving  after  THnittf 

the  common  injunction.    He  observed,  that  the  Plaintiff  order  absolute 

was   not   entitled    to  have  until   the  next   motion-day  to  dissolve  the 

{Michaelmas  term)  to  shew  cause  on  the  merits.     He  junction,  the 

therefore  asked  that  an  early  day  might  be  appointed       '{?"^i^*'*  j 

to  shew  cause.    Robinson  v.  WalcotL  (a)  until  the  next 

motion-day  to 
shew  cause  on 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  the  menu; 

but  the  Court 
Such  has  always  been  the  practice.    I  appoint  this  ^***  appoint 
,    -       ,       .  an  cany  day 

day  week  for  sliewmg  cause.  in  the  vaca- 

tion for  that 
(fl)  5  Vei.  SS\.  purpose. 


See  Rew  v.  Dixon,  2  Mad,  258.;  Fielding  v.  Capes,  4  Mad.  393.; 
Jjoney,  Barton^  1  PhU,  563.;  and  Bordinave  v.  Wadetan,  1  Colly,  43  S. 
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ISii'. 


Jviy  30. 


BLAKE  V.  BLAKE. 


An  order  of 
course  alleged 
to  have  been 
irr^ularly 
obtained,  can- 
not be  treated 
as  a  nullity. 
It  operates, 
until,  by  a 
proper  appli- 
cation, it  IS 
dischar^ged. 


rr*HE  answer  was  filed  on  the  7th  of  March^  and  no 
-*•  exceptions  were  taken.  On  the  6th  of  Jafy,  the 
Defendant  gave  notice  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
prosecution.  Before  the  motion  came  on,  and  on  the 
20th  of  Jtdyy  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  of  course  to 
amend  his  bill. 

Mr.  Laoat  contended,  that  the  order  to  amend,  having 
been  obtained  after  the  time  allowed  by  orders  of  the 
Court,  must  be  treated  as  a  nullity ;  and  at  all  events,  that 
the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  motion. 
Davenport  v.  Manners  (a),  Swinfen  v.  Sooinfen  (i),  Pea^ 
cock  V.  Sievier  (c),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  being  intercepted  by  the  order 
to  amend,  the  order  to  dismiss  connot  be  made,  but  the 
Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  motion. 

I  should  feel  great  difficulty  in  treating  the  order  to 
amend  as  a  nullity.  It  may  or  may  not  be  regular, 
but  it  must  remain  in  operation  until,  upon  a  proper 
application,  it  is  discharged. 


(a)  2  Sim.5\A. 
{b)  3  Sim.  384. 


(c)  5  Sim,  553, 


Note.  — See  De  Geneve  v.  Hannam.  1  Russ.  Sr  M,  494.;  W'^ 
V.  Stevens,  10  Simons,  617.;  Petty  v.  Lonsdale,  4  MyL  6f  Cr,  5^'-'^ 
Fenmngs  v.  Humpfiery,  4  Beavan^  1. 
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1844. 

HEMING  V.  ARCHER.  ^«^y  26. 


TIHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1837,  devised  a  The  i  W.4. 

"■■    real  estate,  called  Eaton  Hills^  unto  and  to  the  use  does  not 

of  Thomas  Moore  and  his  heirs,  during  the  life  of  his  apply  to  a  case 

where  An 
(the  testator's)  wife,  or  until  she  should  marry  again,  estate  is  de- 

and  durinfir  the  life  of  his  son  Joseph  Archer,  or  until  his  ^'*^^  ^^ 

.       ,7,  ,       .  .       ,  trustee  dur- 

son  should  become  bankrupt  or  msolvent,  or  attempt  to  ing  the  life  of 

dispose  of,  by  way  of  anticipation,  the  rents  and  pro-  JL^'^JJi^u^ 

fits  of  the   said   premises,  or   any  part  thereof,  upon  maindersover; 

certain  trusts  therein  mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of  his  d"sclafmei^of 

said  wife,  and  after  the  decease  or  second  marriage  of  the  trustee, 

his  wife,  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  son  cstat^e- 

Joseph,     After  the  decease,  bankruptcy,  or  insolvency  sccn^l*  o"  ^^^ 

of  bis  said  son,  or  any  attempt  by  him  to  dispose  of,  by 

way  of  anticipation,  the  said  rents  and  profits,  or  any 

part  thereof,  whichever  should  first  happen,  the  testator 

devised  the  property,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  all  and 

every  the  child  and  children  of  his  said  son,  in  equal 

shares,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies,  as  tenants 

in   common,  with  certain   remainders  over.     The  will 

contained  other  similar  devises  of  other  parts  of  the 

testator's  property. 

After  the  testator's  death,  a  creditor's  suit  was  insti- 
tuted, in  which  the  real  estate  had  been  directed  to  be 
sold  for  payment  of  the  testator's  debt  Tliomas  Moore^ 
by  his  answer,  disclaimed  all  interest  under  the  will,  and 
was  dismissed.  The  widow  died  pending  the  suit.  The 
testator's  son  Joseph  was  living,  and  had  four  infant 
children.  The  estate  had  been  sold  under  the  decree, 
and  a  petition  was  now  presented  under  the  1  fV,  4. 
c.  47.J  for  the  purpose  of  obtainhig  a  conveyance  of  the 

fee 
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IS^i. 
Heming 

V. 

Archer. 
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fee  simple,  from  the  equitable  tenant  for  life,  or  Francis 
Charles  Archer^  the  heir-at-law,  in  whom,  by  the  dis- 
claimer, it  was  said  the  legal  estate  had  vested. 

By  the  twelfth  section  of  this  act  it  is  provided,  that 
where  any  lands,  &c.  shall  be  devised  by  any  person 
whose  estate  is  liable  to  his  debts,  and  **  by  such  devise 
shall  be  vested  in  any  person  or  persons  for  life,"  with 
any  remainder  over  which  may  not  be  vested,  &c.,  and 
a  decree  shall  be  made  for  payment  of  such  debts,  the 
Court  may  direct  "  any  such  tenant  for  life  "  to  convey 
the  fee-simple  to  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  Kindersleyi  and  Mr.  W.  T»  S.  Daniely  in  support 
of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Turner^  contra.  The  act  has  reference  to  the 
case  of  the  legal  estate  vesting  by  devise  in  one  for  liFe; 
here  the  heir  takes  by  descent  and  not  devise,  and  the 
act  is  inapplicable. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
act  did  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  where  there  was 
a  mere  equitable  estate  for  life,  and  where  the  legal 
estate  had  devolved  on  the  heir,  not  by  devise,  but  by 
descent. 


Note.  —  The  case  was  re-argued,  and  on  the  27th  o{  February 
1845,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  came  to  the  same  conclusion,  seepoti* 
The  Lord  Chancellor,  on  appeal,  concurred  in  the  opinion  of  tbe 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  50th  o(  May  1845. 


T 
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1844. 


HARVEY  V.  MOUNT.  June  lo.  i- 

July  31. 

HIS  was  a  motion,  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  for  leave  Though  it  is 
to  file  articles  against  the  credit  of  ChaHolle  Sang-^  andTe^'uIar"'"' 

welly  a  witness  examined  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  course  to  file 

,  ,  .,  .     .  '       r        t  •       •  r  articles  or 

and  to  exhibit  mterrogatones  tor  the  exammation  of  objections  to 

witnesses  in  support  of  such  articles.  the  credit  of 

a  witness,  pre- 
vious to  ap- 

At  an  early  period  of  the  cause,  and  long  before  she  fJ^^^Y^'^ 

was  or  could  be  examined  as  a  witness,  the  solicitor  of  hibit  intcr- 

the  Plaintiff  prevailed  upon  her  to  make  an  affidavit  of  [he^exlimlna-*^ 

certain  facts  alleged  to  be  material  to  the  cause.     This  '»<>«  of  wit- 

affidavit  was  purely  voluntary,  and  was  not  required  for  port  of  such 

any  proceedinc  in  the  cause.     Before  the  time  when  "Nicies,  still, 
,  f  .  t      Tfci  .      /T.         1.  .        asinuiltaneous 

she  was  exammed  as  a  witness,  the  Plaintiff  s  solicitor  motion  for 

was  aware  that   her  testimony  would  probably  differ  ar^l^^igj    p^i 

from  the  statements  in  her  affidavit.     The  Plaintiff  re-  exhibit  the  in- 

frained  from  examining  her  in  chief,  but  she  was  produced  jg  nofirre-  ^' 

as  a  witness  for  the  Defendant,  and  was  cross^xamined  gii|Hr. 
,,_,,.,-.,.  -  ,  .       .  ,  Previous  to 

by  the  Plaintiff.     At  the  time  of  her  examination,  the  a  cause  bein*' 

affidavit  which  she  had  sworn  was  not  produced  to  her,  ?.'.  \**"^,^"® 

^     ^  Plaintiff  8  80- 

but  she  recollected  and  spoke  of  her  having  made  an  licitor  pre- 

affidavit  relating  to  some  of  the  matters  in  question.  ^o*make"a  ^ 

After  publication,  it  appeared  that  her  depositions  did  voluntary  affi- 

not  accord  with  her  affidavit,  in  circumstances  stated  to  q^Jred"by  the 

be  material.  proceedings 

in  the  cause. 
Under  A.  B,  was 
afterwards 
examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and  was  cross-examined  by 
the  Plaintiff*;  her  affidavit  and  depositions  were  contradictory,  but  the  afBdavic 
was  not  produced  to  her  at  the  time  of  her  examination.    Upon  an  application  by 
the  Plaintiff*  to  file  articles  and  examine  witnesses  to  discredit  A,  li.     Held,  that 
though  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintifi*'s  solicitor  had  been  highly  improper,  still  the 
motion  ought  to  be  granted,  leave  being  given  to  the  Defendant  to  examine  wit- 
nesses to  support  her  credit,  and  ns  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  affidavit 
hud  been  sworn. 
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Under  these  circumstances  the  present  motion  was 
made. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  E.  F,  Smithy  contra^  con- 
tended, that  the  motion  was  irregular ; 

First,  because,  according  to  the  established  practice, 
the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  exhibited  articles  to  discredit 
the  witness  previous  to  his  making  this  application,  in 
order  that  the  Defendant  might  have  notice  of  the 
grounds  of  objection  to  his  witness.  2  DantelTs  Pr.  (fl), 
Hinders  Pr.  (A),  Lard  ClarendotCs  Orders,  (c) 

Secondly,  because  the  affidavit  itself  ought  to  bare 
been  produced  to  the  witness  at  the  time  of  her  exami- 
nation, in  order  that  she  might  have  an  opportunity  of 
explaining  it.    PhiL  on  Ev.  {d) 

And  thirdly,  because  voluntary  affidavits  being  pro- 
hibited by  the  5  &  6  JV.  4.  c.  62.  s.  13.,  the  proceeding 
was  illegal ;  Regitia  v.  Nott  (e) ;  and  because  it  was  also 
highly  improper  for  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  to  attempt  to 
fix  the  witness  to  a  particular  statement,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent her  being  free  and  unfettered,  when  she  afterwards 
came  to  be  examined  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court 
They  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  per- 
mitted to  avail  himself  of  the  affidavit  thus  improperly 
obtained. 

Wood 

{a)  Page  594.  {d)  Bth  ed.  p.  925.  929. 

(b)  Pages  374.  377.  (e)  Q.  B,  Trin.  1845. 

(c)  Beamft*  Ord.  187.,  and  1 
Sanders'  Ord.  302, 
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fVood  V.  Hammerton  (a),  Purcell  v.  M^Namara  (A),        1844. 
White  V.  Fussell  (c),    and  Piggott  v.  CroxhaU  {d)y  were     '^tT'^'^*^^ 

I  ,       _  xlARVEY 

also  Cited.  o. 

Mount. 


Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  motion  was  objected  to  on  three  grounds :  — 

First.  For  irregularity,  because  the  motion  is  made 
for  leave  to  exhibit  interrogatories  before  any  articles  or 
objections  to  the  credit  of  the  witness  have  been  filed. 

Secondly,  because  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  did  not,  as 
it  is  alleged  he  ought  to  have  done,  cause  the  affidavit 
to  be  produced  to  the  witness  at  the  time  she  was  under 
examination. 

Thirdly,  because  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  found  any  proceeding  on  the  affidavit,  or  to  use  the 
affidavit  for  any  purpose  whatever,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
a  highly  improper  act,  and  even  a  legal  offence,  to  pro- 
cure that  affidavit  to  be  sworn. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  it  appears  to  me  that,  on 
such  a  proceeding  as  this,  the  more  usual  and  regular 
proceeding  is,  first,  to  file  the  articles  or  objections  to 
the  credit  of  the  witness,  and  then  to  apply  to  the  Court 
for  leave  to  file  the  interrogatories ;  but  the  order  for 
leave  to  examine  witnesses  to  the  credit  of  other  witnesses 
has  not  been  uniform ;  it  has  sometimes  been  granted 
on  an  allegation  tnat  the  articles  had  been  exhibited, 
sometimes  on  articles  to  be  exhibited ;  and  in  the  cases 
of  Purcell  V.  M^Namara  {b)  and  Wood  v.  Hammerton  (a). 

Lord 

(a)  9  Ve$.  145.  (c)  19  Vei.  127. 

\b)  8  Ves.  324.  (</)  1  Sim.  ^  S.  467. 
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Lord  Eldon  appears  to  have  made  orders  that  the  part  ^^ 
applying  should  have  leave  to  file  articles,  and  to  e?^  ^ 
hibit  interrogatories  in  support  of  them.  I  cannot  cor^,, 
sider  a  motion,  which,  in  its  form,  is  so  sanctioned  t>39 
the  authority  of  Lord  Eldon^  to  be  irregular. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  although,  if  the  witness 
had  been  orally  and  publicly  examined,  the  affidavit 
ought  to  have  been  produced  to  her,  yet,  having  regard 
to  the  mode  of  examination  in  this  Court,  I  cannot  con- 
sider it  to  be  an  objection  to  this  application  that  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  cause  the  affidavit  to  be  produced  to 
her,  and  did  not  cross-examine  her  on  the  subject  of  it 

I  have  had  much  more  doubt  upon  the  third  objec- 
tion. I  think  that  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
in  procuring  the  witness  to  swear  the  affidavit  was  highly 
improper ;  it  seems  like  an  attempt  to  entangle  the  con- 
science of  the  witness,  and  to  fix  her  to  the  impression 
she  might  have  at  the  time,  and  upon  which  the  solicitor 
himself  might  have  had  considerable  influence,  and  pre- 
vent her  from  speaking  the  truth,  if  it  differed  from  that 
impression,  when  she  came  to  be  properly  and  regularly 
examined,  in  circumstances  free  from  all  influence. 
Considering  the  circumstances  under  which  the  affidavit 
was  made,  ii  may  well  be  doubted  whether,  after  the 
establishment  of  a  variance  between  the  statements 
whicii  the  affidavit  contains,  and  the  statements  contained 
in  the  depositions,  there  may  not  be  a  much  greater 
probability  in  favour  of  the  truth  of  the  depositions. 
Nevertheless,  I  think  that  the  fact  (^difference  ought  to 
be  brought  before  the  Court  for  consideration  at  the 
hearing ;  and  for  that  purpose,  that  I  ought  to  grant  this 
motion,  giving  leave  to  the  Plaintiff  to  examine  witnesses 
as  to  the  credit  of  Charlotte  Sangwell,  and  as  to  the  fact 
of  her  having  sworn  the  affidavit ;  and  I  think  that  I 

ought, 
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ought,  at  the  same  time,  to  give  leave  to  the  Defendant        1844*. 
to  examine  witnesses  to  support  her  credit,  and  as  to 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  affidavit  was  sworn, 
but  neither  party  is  to  examine  any  witness  as  to  any 
fact  which  is  material  to  what  is  in  issue  in  the  cause. 


NOUAILLE  V.  FLIGHT.  June  i. 

July  51. 

rilHIS  case  came  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's  A  lessee  co- 
-*-  report  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs'  title  to  the  lease-  build  thirty- 
hold   estate,  which  the  Defendant  had  acrreed  to  pur-  ^?"'"addi- 

,  tional  houses 

chase.     The  bill  was  filed  for  the'  specific  performance  on  the  de- 

of  this  agreement,  and  the  circumstances  which  gave  pertv  wfthin 

rise  to  the  suit  were  as  follows :  —  five  years,  to 

-  '         keep  in  repair 
the  houses 
In  April  1789,  Lervis  Presiofi  acreed  with   Temple  built  and  to 
,„   ^  .         I  I  rrij.  .t:be  built,  and 

West^  to  take  a  lease  or  leases  of  the  land  m  question  for  at  the  end  of 

ninety-two  years  and  three  quarters,  from  Christmas  1 789,  jpterm  to  de- 
•^  -^  ,     ,  ^  '  '    liver  them  up 

for  the  purpose  of  building  thereon  fifty  messuages  or  to  the  lessor; 

dwelling-houses.  Tt^S^X' 

re-entry  on 

An  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  20th  of  June  1792,  non-perform- 

ance  of  the 
was  executed  by  and  between  Temple  West  of  the  one  covenants. 

part,  and  Lewis  Preston  of  the  other  part,  and  thereby,  ^"®^"/*'" 

after  reciting  the  agreement  of  April  1 789 ;  and  that  were  not  built, 

lATwis  Preston^  pursuant  to  his  agreement,  had  built  six-  ^j^  y^rsThe" 

teen,  part  of  the  fifty  dwelling-houses,  and  was  desirous  lessor  re- 

,  ccived  the 
that  rent,  and  thus 
waived  the 
obligation  to  build.  The  leasehold  interest  being  sold ;  Held,^r«/^  that  the  cove- 
nant to  deliver  up  extended  to  the  additional  houses,  as  well  as  to  the  houses  built 
at  the  date  of  the  demise ;  tecondly^  that  the  title  was  bad,  notwithstanding  the  pur- 
chaser might  retain  possession  until  the  last  day  of  the  term,  and  then  escape 
liability  by  transferring  that  day  to  a  pauper;  and  thirdly ^  that  the  purchaser  was 
not  bound  to  accept  either  a  compensation  or  indemnity. 

Vol.  VII.  Mm 


FUGHT. 
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1844.        that  a  proper  lease  should  be  granted  of  the  groond 
'^^'^^'^     with  the  new  buildings  thereon  :  it  was  witnessed,  that 
V.  in  consideration  of  the  expense  which  Lems  PresUm 

had  been  at  in  erecting  the  buildings  then  built  on  part 
of  the  said  ground,  and  also  in  consideration  of  the  ex- 
pense which  he  would  be  at,  in  erecting  thirty-bar 
additional  dwelling-houses  on  other  part  of  the  same 
piece  of  ground,  and  in  consideration  of  the  rents 
and  covenants  therein  contained,  the  said  Temple  fVest 
demised  to  Preston^  all  the  piece  of  ground  therein  de- 
scribed, together  with  the  dwelling-houses  built  and  to 
be  built  thereon :  to  hold  the  same  for  eighty-nine  years 
and  a  hal^  from  Ijady-^^  then  last,  yielding  the  rents 
therein  mentioned,  which  Preston  covenanted  to  pay. 

Prestorij  amongst  other  things,  covenanted^  thai  it 
vxndd^  within  the  Jirst  five  years  of  the  ierm^  build  and 
finis/i  thirty  four  additional  dvcelling-houseSj  to  make  fifty 
in  the  whole,  he  having  already  built  sixteen  coofonn- 
able  to  the  design  therein  referred  to ;  and  also  that  be 
would,  during  the  term,  well  and  sufficiently  repair  the 
houses  then  standing  upon  the  ground,  or  thereafter  to 
be  erected  thereon  with  their  appurtenances,  and  all 
walls  and  buildings  with  the  appurtenances  ;  and  all  the 
premises  thereby  demised,  so  well  and  sufficiently  re- 
paired, wouldj  at  the  aid  or  other  sooner  determinatioD 
of  the  temij  peaceably  and  quietly  deliver  up  to  TempU 
IVest  or  his  representative. 

The  lease  contained  a  clause,  enabling  Temple  JVesi 
to  re-enter  on  the  demised  premises,  in  case  Ltais 
Preston  should  do,  or  omit  to  do  any  act  in  breach  or 
non-performance  of  all  or  any  of  his  covenants. 

The  Plaintiffs  became  entitled  to  the  leasehold 
interest,  as  assignees  of  Children   and    Woodgate^  who 

became 
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became  bankrupt  in  the  year  1815^  and  were  themselves  1844. 

entitled  as  mortgagees  with  a  foreclosed  equity  of  re-  ^j^^^^^ 

demption,  to  such  ^estate  as   had  belonged   to  Lewis  v. 

Preston^  against  whose  representative  the  decree  of  fore-  '"oht. 
closure  had  been  obtained  and  made  absolute. 

Twenty  of  the  thirty-four  additional  houses  had  never 
been  built,  but  the  lessor  had  continued  in  the  receipt 
of  the  rent. 

In  1840,  the  PlaintiiTs  put  up  the  property  for  sale 
by  auction,  and  by  the  sixth  condition  of  sale  it  was 
provided,  that  the  receipt  for  the  ground  rent  due  on 
the  last  day  of  payment  for  the  same,  as  reserved  by 
the  original  lease,  should  be  considered  as  a  waiver  of 
any  forfeiture  of  such  lease.  The  Defendant  Flight 
became  the  purchaser  at  the  sale. 

This  bill  having  been  filed  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  the  usual  reference  as  to  title  was 
made  to  the  Master. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found,  that  all  thirty-four 
additional  houses  mentioned  in  the  lease  had  not  been 
built  pursuant  to  the  covenant.  That  the  Defendant 
had  insisted,  that  the  covenant  to  deliver  up  thirty-four 
additional  houses,  to  be  built  according  to  the  covenant, 
was  an  objection  to  the  title ;  but  that  the  sixth  condi- 
tion of  sale  having  provided,  that  the  receipt  for  the 
ground-rent,  due  on  the  last  day  of  payment  for  the 
same  as  reserved  by  the  original  lease,  should  be  con- 
sidered as  a  waiver  of  any  forfeiture  of  such  lease,  and 
having  regard  to  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed 
since  the  date  of  the  lease,  without  any  advantage  having 
been  taken  on  account  of  the  breach  of  such  covenant, 
and  of  the  Plaintiffs  being  assignees,  under  a  title  ac- 
Mm  2  quired 
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J  844.        quired  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  the  period  limited 

7^^^^^     by  the  covenant  for  building:  tne  additional  houses,  the 

V,  Master  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  tbat  the  objection  was 

^^^^'''^      not  a  valid  objection  to  the  title,  and  he  found  in  favour 

of  the  title. 

To  this  report  the  Defendant  took  exceptions  which 
now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Rogers^  in  support  of  the  excep- 
tions. These  covenants  run  with  the  land,  and  are 
binding  upon  the  assignees  of  the  term,  Sampson  v. 
Easterly  {a) ;  and  although  the  covenant  to  build  within 
the  five  years  may  have  been  waived  by  the  subsequent 
receipt  of  rent,  still  the  covenants  to  keep  the  whole 
fifty  houses  in  repair,  and  to  deliver  them  up  at  the  end 
of  the  term,  are  still  subsisting.  The  covenants  are  in 
their  nature  continuous  and  cannot,  by  the  receipt  of 
rent,  be  permanently  waived.  The  lessor  still  remains 
entitled  to  all  his  remedies  against  the  lessee  and  the 
assignees  of  the  term  under  the  covenants. 

The  title  is  therefore  bad.  The  purchaser  is  not  bound 
to  accept  an  indemnity,  and  as  to  compensation  the 
amount  cannot  be  ascertained ;  for,  until  the  expiration  of 
the  lease,  the  extent  of  the  lessee's  liability  cannot  be 
ascertained. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Heathfield^  contra.  The  cove- 
nant to  build  the  thirty-four  additional  houses  ought  to 
have  been  performed  previous  to  Lady-day  1797,  and 
since  that  time,  the  landlord  has  continued  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rent,  and  has  thereby  waived  the  covenant 
This  covenant  was  not  continuous,  and  the  principal 

part 
(a)  9  A  4-  C.  505. 
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part  of  the  obligation  being  waived,  the  accessary,  namely,  1 844. 
to  keep  these  houses  in  repair,  is  waived  also.  It  would 
be  absurd  to  hold  that  the  lessee  is  absolved  from  the 
obligation  to  build  the  twenty  houses,  and  yet  liable  to 
keep  those  non-existing  houses  in  repair,  and  deliver 
them  over  at  the  end  of  the  terra.  The  covenant  to  re- 
pair and  deliver  over  at  the  end  of  the  term,  therefore, 
applies  only  to  the  houses  already  built. 

Secondly,  if  there  be  any  liability,  the  purchaser  may, 
immediately  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  assign  it 
to  a  pauper  and  thus  relieve  himself  therefrom.  Rorxley 
v.  Adams,  (a)  Again  the  Plaintiffs  having  entered  into 
no  covenant  to  indemnify  will  require  none  from  the 
purchaser. 

Thirdly,  no  forfeiture  or  liability  can  accrue  till  the 
end  of  the  lease,  when  the  purchaser  will  have  had  the 
enjoyment  of  the  property  for  the  whole  term,  with  the 
exception  of  the  last  day,  which  he  may  assign  and  thus 
get  rid  of  all  liability  on  the  covenant.  Earl  of  Derby 
v.  Taylor,  (b) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  July  31. 

The  covenant  in  question  consists  of  three  parts,  1st. 
That  the  lessee  will  build  thirty-four  additional  houses 
withUi  five  years ;  2dly,  that  he  will  keep  the  premises 
in  repair;  and  3dly,  that  at  the  end  of  the  term,  he 
will  deliver  up  the  houses  then  built,  or  thereafter  to 
be  built,  in  good  and  sufficient  repair.  The  covenant  to 
build  thirty-four  additional  houses  in  five  years  was 
broken ;  the  lessor  might  have  re-entered  for  the  breach, 
but  did  not,  and   continued  to  receive  rent  from  the 

lessee, 
(a)  4  Mylne  4*  Craig,  534.  {h)  1  Eatty  505, 

Mm  S 
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lessee.  The  Master  has  not  stated  his  opinion,  whether 
the  covenant  to  deliver  up  the  houses  covenanted  to  be 
built  is  or  is  not  in  force;  but  has  merely  stated  his 
opinion,  that  because  the  lessor  did  not  take  advantage 
of  the  breach  of  covenant  to  build  in  five  years,  and  the 
Plaintiffs  are  assignees,  and  acquired  their  title  subse^ 
quently,  the  covenant  to  deliver  up,  at  the  end  of  the 
term,  the  houses  stipulated  to  be  built,  was  not  an  objec- 
tion to  the  title.  ^ 


It  was  argued  at  the  bar  first,  that  the  covenant  only 
affects  the  houses  actually  built  at  the  time  of  the  demise, 
and  not  the  houses  then  only  covenanted  to  be  built, 
and  that  the  only  obligation  is,  to  deliver  up  in  repair 
the  houses  which  shall  actually  be  then  built ;  secondly, 
that  if  the  covenant  be  of  any  validity,  the  purchaser 
may  relieve  himself  from  it  by  assigning  the  lease  to  a 
pauper;  and  thirdly,  that  supposing  the  covenant  to  be 
in  force,  nothing  is  to  be  done  upon  it  till  the  end  of  the 
term,  after  the  purchaser  shall  have  held  the  land  during 
the  whole  term,  and  had  the  full  enjoyment  of  it;  and, 
therefore,  that  the  covenant  cannot  be  an  objection  to 
the  title. 

Having  carefully  read  the  deed,  I  am  of  opinion, 
notwithstanding  some  ambiguities  of  expression,  that, 
the  covenant  extends  to  the  thirty-four  additional  bouses 
which  were  to  be  built,  as  well  as  to  the  sixteen  bouses 
which  were  built  at  the  date  of  the  demise ;  and  that  it 
cannot  be  confined  to  such  houses  only  as  shall  actually 
be  found  upon  the  land  at  the  end  of  the  term. 


As  to  the  second  point,  if  it  requires  any  argument,  it 
may  be  found  in  this,  that  the  purchaser  ought  not  to 
be  forced  to  adopt  any  such  expedient,  and  that  he  has 
a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  during  the  whole 

term, 
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term,  and  to  be  exempt  from  any  obligation  or  induce- 
ment, imposed  upon  him  by  the  state  of  the  title  or  pro- 
perty, to  assign  the  smallest  part  of  the  term,  for  the 
purpose  of  relieving  himself  from  any  responsibility. 
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Upon  the  third  point,  the  question  is,  whether  a  liability 
of  this  sort  can  be  the  subject  of  compensation.  An  in- 
demnity the  purchaser  would  not  be  bound  to  take,  if 
in  such  a  case  it  could  be  given,  and  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  such  a  liability  as  this  is  not  a  fit  subject  for  either 
compensation  or  indemnity.  It  is,  1  conceive,  impos- 
sible to  ascertain,  with  any  reasonable  accuracy,  the 
amount  or  value  of  any  such  liability,  and  it  cannot  be 
said,  that  a  purchaser  of  a  leasehold  estate  enjoys  the 
property  which  he  has  purchased,  in  any  reasonable 
sense  of  the  word  *^  enjoyment,''  although  he  may  have 
had  the  possession  of  it  during  the  whole  term,  such 
possession  being  constantly  attended  by  a  liability  to  be 
enforced  at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  not  admitting  either 
of  indemnity  or  of  compensation.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion,  that  a  title  subject  to  such  a  liability  is  not  a 
good  title. 

Having  formed  this  opinion,  I  must  allow  the  first, 
fifth,  and  sixth  exceptions.  The  second  exception  ap- 
pears to  have  been  filed  in  mistake,  and  I  apprehend 
that  the  third  and  fourth,  after  the  decision  upon  the  fifth, 
have  become  immaterial,  I  will  observe  upon  the  third, 
that  I  am  doubtful  whether  there  was  sufficient  proof 
of  the  counterpart  underlease  being  lost,  and  that  if  it 
Here  now  material,  I  should  refer  it  back  to  the  Master. 
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March  8. 


BATE  V.  BATE. 


separately. 
The  only 
two  De- 
fendants re- 
quired to 


tiff  obtained 
an  order  to 
amend,  and 
that  the  De- 


nnHIS  bill  was  filed  for  the  settlement  of  disputed 
■*-     partnership    matters,   against   three   Defendants, 

The 


The  17th 

Order  of  Au" 

^ust  1841  was 

intended  to       Thomas  Bate,  IVilliam  Robins^  and  Frances  Bate. 

in  which  there  interrogatories  were  properly  numbered  from  one  to 
DVndants  twenty-two,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  17th  Order 
answering  o^  August  1841.  (a)  By  the  note  at  the  foot,  the  De- 
fendants Thomas  Bate  and  WiUiam  Robins  "  were  re- 
spectively required  to  answer  all  the  above  interroga- 
tories."    No  subpoena  was  asked  against  nor  answer  re 

answerjoined  quired  from  Frances  Bate,  but  it  was  prayed,  that  she 

in  one  answer.   ;*  .  ,      .  ,  ,  .,i       .   •     •      •  i  i       n  .u 

It  was  found     bemg  served  with  a  copy  bill,  might  be  bound  by  all  tne 

L"n'dfh(!^PIwn.  proceedings.     The  two  Defendants  Thomas  Bate  and 

William  llobins  put  in  a  joint  answer,  which  having,  upon 

exceptions  taken  thereto,  been  found   insufficient,  the 

PlaintiflF  obtained  an  order  to  amend,  and  that  the  De- 


onsw^ertheex-  fendants  might  answer  the  exceptions  and  amendments 
together.  The  PlaintiflF  accordingly  amended  the  bill  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  require  a  new  engrossment,  and  he 
paid  to  the  Defendants  205.  for  the  costs  of  such  amend- 
ment. Several  of  the  old  interrogatories  had  been 
slightly  altered,  and  some  entirely  new  ones  introduced, 
thereby  increasing  the  number  of  interrogatories  from 
twenty-two  to  thirty-seven.  The  division  of  the  old  in- 
terrogatories was  left  without  any  variation  in  the 
amended  bill,  but  their  numbers  were  altered,  in  conse- 
quence 
(fl)  Ord.Can.  169. 


ceptions  and 
amendments 
together. 
Some  of  the 
original  inter- 
rogatories 
were  altered, 
and  new  ones 
added;  but 
the  note  to 
the  amended 
bill  required 
the  Defend- 
ants to  answer 
all  the  interro- 
gatories, with- 
out excepting 
those  pre- 
viously answered.    Held,  that  there  was  no  irregularity. 

A  Plaintiff,  unless  he  specifically  offers  to  do  so  by  the  bill,  or  is  required  to  ^o 
so  by  a  cross-bill,  is  not  bound  to  produce,  previous  to  the  Defendant  being  com- 
pelled to  put  in  his  answer,  documents  admitted  to  be  in  his  (the  PlaintiflT^)  po$* 
session  and  alleged  as  proving  his  case. 
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quence  of  the  introduction  of  the  new  interrogatories.         1844. 
The  note  at  the  foot  remained  the  same,  and  required 
the  two  Defendants  Thomas  Bate  and  Robins  respectively 
to  answer  "  all  the  above  interrogatories." 

These  facts  gave  rise  to  the  first  question  now  before 
the  Court. 

A  second  question  arose  out  of  the  following  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  bill,  among  other  things,  charged,  that  certain 
indentures  of  the  28th  and  29th  of  September  1826, 
*'  were  in  fact  prepared  from  instructions  given  by  the 
Defendants  Thomas  Bate  and  William  Robins,  or  one  of 
them,  unknown  to  and  without  any  communication  with 
the  PlaintiflF  and  John  Hezey  Bate  and  George  Bate,  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  and  the  said  Thomas  Bate  and 
William  Robins,  or  such  of  them  as  gave  instructions 
for  the  same,  caused  the  same  to  be  prepared  in  such 
way  as  they  or  he  thought  best  for  their  or  his  own 
views  and  purposes,  and  they  always  refused  to  produce 
or  shew  the  conveyance  of  the  said  premises  or  the  draft 
thereof  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Hezey  Bate 
and  George  Bate,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  although  the 
Plaintiff  frequently  applied  by  letter,  and  otherwise  for  an 
inspection  thereof,  as  by  reference  to  the  correspondence 
in  the  Plaintiff^ s  possession  ^h^u  produced  will  appear." 
The  corresponding  interrogatory,  after  asking  if  in- 
spection had  not  been  refused,  and  why,  proceeded, 
*'  and  whether  your  orator  has  not  frequently  or  how 
often  applied,  and  whether  or  not  by  letter,  and  other- 
wise, for  an  inspection  thereof." 

The  bill  also,  after  charging  a  pretence  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant   Thomas   Bate,    that  the  Plaintiff  and 

Frances 
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Frances  Bate  had  given  an  authority,  dated  the  5th  of 
September  1838,  to  Thomas  Bate  to  act  for  them,  pro- 
ceeded, ^*  and  your  orator  charges  that  the  said  De- 
fendant Thomas  Bate  has,  on  several  occasions,  stated  by 
letter  to  your  orator  since  the  month  oi  September  1888, 
that  he  had  done  nothing  under  the  said  alleged  au- 
thority, save  and  except  the  signing,  on  behalf  of  your 
orator  and  the  said  Frances  Bate^  the  deed  relating  to 
the  sale  to  the  said  new  joint-stock  company  ;  and  parti- 
cularly your  orator  charges,  that  on  or  about  the  5th  of 
March  1842,  the  said  Thomas  Bate  wrote  and  sent  to 
your  orator  a  letter  [stating  it]  as  by  the  said  letter 
to  which  for  greater  certainty  your  orator  craves  leave 
to  refer,  when  produced  to  this  honourable  Court  will 
appear." 

The  Plaintiff,  in  his  bill,  stated  two  letters  of  the  26th 
of  August  1826  and  the  7th  of  September  1826,  which 
had  been  sent  to  him ;  he  did  not,  however,  admit  them 
to  be  in  his  possession,  though  he  referred  to  them  in 
these  terms,  "  as  by  the  said  letters  to  which  for  greater 
certainty  your  orator  craves  leave  to  refer,  when  pro- 
duced will  appear."     These  matters  were  interrogated. 

It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants 
Thomas  Bate  and  Robins^  that  they  might  have  a 
month's  time  to  put  in  their  answer  to  the  said  com- 
plainant's amended  bill,  after  the  interrogatories,  con- 
tained in  the  interrogating  part  thereof,  should  have 
been  so  conveniently  divided  from  each  other,  and  the 
note  at  the  foot  of  the  bill  so  framed,  as  that  the  said 
Defendants  should  not  be  required  to  answer,  or  com- 
pellable to  take  an  office  copy  of,  such  of  the  said 
interrogatories  contained  in  the  said  amended  bill,  as 
were  contained  in  the  same  words  in  the  original  bill, 
and  had  been  fully  answered  by  the  said  Defendants, 

and 
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and  also  such  other  of  the  said   interrogatories   con-        1 844. 
tained  in  the   said  amended  bill,  as  were  only  varied 
froni  interrogatories  in  the  original  bill  which  had  been 
fully  answered  by  the  said  Defendants,  by  immaterial 
alterations,  as  by  the  additions  of  dates  or  particulars 
stated  in  the  answer  of  the   said   Defendants  to  the 
original   bill.     And   that   the  complainant   might  pay 
to   the  said   Defendants    all    costs   which    had    been, 
and  should  be  incurred  or  occasioned,  by  their  having 
been  required  to   answer   and  compelled  to   take    an 
office  copy  of  such  interrogatories  as  aforesaid,  and  all 
costs  of  and  incident  to  the  re-amendment  of  the  said 
bill  with  reference  to  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  or  that 
the  Court  would  make  such  oiher  order  with   reference 
to  the  dividing  and  numbering  of  the  said    interroga- 
tories and  the  said  note  at  the  foot  of  the  said  bill  as 
should  seem  meet.     And  further  that  the  said  Defend- 
ants  might   have  a   month's  time  to  answer   the   said 
amended  bill,  after  the  said  complainant  had  produced 
and  deposited  with  the  Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs 
for  the  inspection  of  the  said  Defendants,  and  the  said 
Defendants  should  have  been  permitted  to  take  copies 
of  the  documents  following ;  that  is  to  say,  the  corre- 
spondence in  the   said   bill   stated   to  be   in  the   said 
complainant's  possession,  whereby  he  alleges  it  would 
appear  "  that  the  said  Defendants  refused  to  produce  or 
shew  the  conveyance  of  the  premises  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, or  the  draft  thereof  to  the  said  complainant, 
and  J.  H.  Bate  and   George  Bate^  or  any,  or  either  of 
them,  although  the  said  complainant  frequently  applied 
by  letter  and  otherwise  for  an  inspection  thereof,"  the 
particulars  of  such  correspondence   to  be  verified  by 
affidavit;    and    also   thd    letter    from    the  Defendant 
Thomas  Bate  to  the  said  complainant  dated  the  5th  of 
Jdarch    1842,  in   the   said   bill   stated,  and  the  other 
letters  in   the   said  bill   referred  to,  whereby,  as  it  is 

alleged 
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1844.  alleged  by  the  said  bill,  *^  the  said  Defendant  Thomas 
Bate  has  stated  to  the  said  complainant  since  the  month 
oi  September  1838,  that  he  had  done  nothing  under  the 
authority  in  the  said  bill  stated,"  except  as  therein 
mentioned  ;  the  particulars  of  such  letters  to  be  rerified 
by  affidavit,  and  also  the  letters  from  John  Hezey  Bate 
to  the  said  complainant,  dated  26th  of  August  1826,  and 
7th  of  September  1826,  in  the  said  bill  referred  to. 

The  affidavit  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Bate  stated 
as  follows :  — 

That  he  kept  no  copy  of  the  alleged  letter  written  by 
him  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  dated  the  5th  of  March  1842, 
in  the  said  bill  set  forth,  or  of  the  several  other  letters 
written  by  him  to  the  Plain tiiF,  respecting  the  matters 
in  the  said  bill  stated. 

That  he  and  Robins  could  not  properly  put  in  their 
answer  to  the  said  PlaintiiF's  amended  bill,  until  they 
had  had  the  opportunity  of  inspecting  the  said  alleged 
letter  of  the  5th  o(  March  1842,  and  the  other  letters 
in  the  said  bill  referred  to,  whereby,  as  was  alleged  by 
the  said  bill,  *^  the  Defendant  Thomas  Bate  had,  on 
several  occasions,  stated  by  letter  to  the  said  PlaintiflP, 
since  the  month  of  September  1 838,"  &c.  &c.,  and  also 
the  correspondence  in  the  said  bill  stated  to  be  in  the 
Plaintiff's  possession,  whereby  he  alleges  it  will  appear, 
"  that  the  indentures  of  the  28th  and  29th  of  September 
J826,"&c. 

Mr.  Roupell^  and  Mr.  Prior  in  support  of  the  motion, 

argued  that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  by  the  17th  Order 

of  August  1841  (a),  to  specify  the  interrogatories  in  the 

amended  bill,  to  which  he  required  an  answer  in  order 

"  that 
(a)  Ordinet  Can.  169. 
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"  that  the  oflBce  copy  of  the  bill  taken  by  the  Defendant         184.4. 
should  not  contain  any  interrogatories,   except   those 
which  such  Defendant  was  required  to  answer ; "  and  to 
save  the  Defendants  the  expense  of  taking  an  office  copy 
of  the  bill,  to  which  a  further  answer  was  not  required. 

That  this  was  like  a  case  in  which  the  Plaintiff  having 
abandoned  a  portion  of  his  case,  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  portion  so  abandoned ;  Strickland  v.  Strick- 
land {a) ;  and  the  application  ought  to  be  made  im- 
mediately upon  the  cause  of  complaint  arising.  (6) 
Secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  the 
documents  in  his  possession,  without  which  it  would  be 
impossible  for  the  Defendants  properly  to  put  hi  their 
answer  to  the  amended  bill,  (c) 

Mr.  Kindersla/y  Mr.  G.  Turner,  and  Mr.  Heathfield, 
contra,  contended  that  the  General  Order  referred  to 
did  not  apply  to  a  sole  Defendant  ((f),  or  to  a  case  like 
the  present,  where  two  Defendants  answered  together, 
and  that  there  was  no  hardship  as  the  Defendants  well 
knew  what  part  of  the  original  bill  had  been  found 
by  the  Master  to  have  been  insufficiently  answered,  and 
the  new  matter  was  easily  distinguishable. 

Secondly,  that  a  Plaintiff  was  not  bound,  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  Defendant,  to  produce  documents  which 
might  be  in  his  possession,  except  he  offered  by  his 
bill  to  do  so,  or  unless  required  by  a  cross-bill. 

The  following  cases  were  also  cited,  Jones  v.  Lewis  (e), 

Peiifold 

(a)  3  Beav»  224.  [d.)  Lynch  v.  Lecesne^  I  Hare, 

{b)  Mounsey  v.   Burnham,  1  626.,  and  see  Boutcher  v.  Brant' 

Hare,  p.  22.  combe,  5  Beav.  545. 

(c)  Shepherdv, Morris,! Beav.  {e)  2  Sim.  4*  St.  242.,  and  4 

1 75. ;  Taylor  v.  Hendng,  4  Beav.  Shu.  324. 

235. 
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1844.  Penfdd  v.  Nunn  (a\  Muntz  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  {b)  -^^ 
Princess  of  Wales  v.  Lord  Liverpool  (c),  Milligan  v  ■'*• 
MitcheU.  (e) 

The  Master  qfthe  Rolls* 

Independently  of  the  question  of  costs,  this  motioiK''^ 
has  two  objects,  one  of  which  is,  in  substance,  to  compeK  ^ 

the  Plaintiff  to  produce  for  the  inspection  of  the  De^ 

fendants,  certain  letters  which  are  in  his  possession^      ; 
and  the  other  is,  to  compel  the  Plaintiff  Vo  alter  the* — 5 

form  of  his  bill  by  a  further  distribution  of  the  inter^ 

rogatories  into  numbers.     Tlose  two  objects  are  quite — s 

distinct  from  each  other,  and  require  a  separate  con 

sideration. 

It  is  perfectly  plain,  and  it  has  never  been  doubted,, 
that  the  General  Order  which  directed  the  Plaintiff  to^ 
number  the  interrogatories  in  his  bill(),  was  intended 
to  apply  to  cases,  in  which  there  were  several  De* 
fendants  answering  separately.  The  object  is  perfectly 
plain,  although,  it  must  be  conceded,  the  Order  is  so 
expressed  as  to  apply  itself  to  all  bills ;  where  there- 
fore we  come  to  apply  this  Order  to  particular  cases,  we 
must  have  regard  to  that  particular  object. 

In  this  case  there  are  three  Defendants,  one  of  whom 
has  not  been  called    upon  to  answer  at  all;    and  th^: 
other  two,  although  there  seem  to  be  charges  againsl^=: 
them  which  are   distinct,    are  nevertheless   so  jointljp^ 
concerned  in  interest,  that  they  joined  in  one  answei —  , 
There  is  no  complaint  as  to  the  form  of  the  origio^^ 
bill.      The  interrogatories  appear  to  have  been  ouik^. 

(a)  5  Sim.  409.  &  S^  ibid.  89. ;  and  see  Jaehon 

(A)  V.  C.  E.  1840.  V.  Sedgwick,  9  Wilt.  C.  C.  167. 

(c)  1  Swan.  114.  580.,  and  3  {d)  6  Sim.  186. 

510011.  567.,  and  1  Wili.  C.  C.  1 13.  (e)  Ord.  Can.  169. 
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bered  in  a  manner  that  is  not  complained  of.     These        1844. 
interrogatories  were  not  fully  answered ;  which  is  a  most 
material  matter  in  the  consideration  of  this  particular 
case.     Exceptions  were  taken  and  allowed.     A  further 
insu£Scient  answer  was  put  in,  and  an  order  was  then 
obtained,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  have  leave  to  amend 
his  bill,  and  that  the  Defendants  should  answer  the 
amendments  and  exceptions  together.     It  is  therefore 
obvious,  that  the  Defendants  could  not  be  under  any 
ambiguity,   as   to  what  it   was  their  duty  to   answer; 
they  were  to  answer  the  exceptions  and  to  answer  the 
amendments.      Moreover,   there  is   a   General   Order 
*^  that  a  Defendant  shall  not  be  bound  to  answer  any 
statement  or  charge  in  the  bill  unless  specially  and  par- 
ticularly interrogated  thereto  **  (a) :  therefore,  as  to  any 
amendments  which  were  not  specially  and  particularly 
interrogated  to,  they  were  not  bound  to  answer.     They 
knew,  therefore,  perfectly  well,  that   what  they  were 
to  do  was,   to  answer  the  exceptions  which  had   not 
formerly  been  sufficiently  answered,  and  to  answer  the 
amendments  which  were  interrogated  to. 

The  nature  of  all  of  the  amendments  I  do  not  know, 
but  there  are  some  that  may  have  been  very  material, 
others  which  are  alleged  to  have  been  very  immaterial. 
Several  of  the  interrogatories  seem  to  have  been  altered 
in  points,  which,  as  far  as  I  have  the  means  of  judging 
of  them  from  the  statements,  seem  to  have  been  very 
trifling;  but  nevertheless,  they  may  or  may  not  have 
been  of  the  utmost  importance,  for  I  have  known  cases 
in  which  the  alteration  of  a  mere  word  has  produced 
material  discovery,  which,  without  that  small  alteration, 
vfould  never  have  been  obtained.  It  is  impossible  in  the 
course  of  proceedings  to  foretell  what  may  be  important 

for 
(a)  16th  Order  of  Augiui  1841.     Ord.  Can.  168. 


536 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the  Defendant  that  ^ 
discovery  which  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to,  a=d  the  ^9 
order  which  has  been  so  often  referred  to  was  certainly  ^^^ 
never  framed  for  the  purpose,  in  the  least  degree,  of^< 

cramping  the  power  of  the  Plaintiff  of  obtaining  im ^ 

portant  discovery.  Tie  power  undoubtedly  b  very  ^^^ 
great,  and  has  often  been  greatly  abused,  but  unless^as^ 
that  power  did  exist,  no  discovery  would  ever  be  ob —  « 
tained  from  a  fraudulent  Defendant 


This  bill,  however,  is  amended,  and  there  are  amend 

ments  in  the  interrogatories,  but  none  in  the  note  by^""* 
which  the  Defendants  are  called  upon  to  answer  *<  all — ? 

the  above  interrogatories,**  the  note,  therefore,  had  re 

ference  to  the  interrogatories  contained  in  the  original 
bill,  as  well  to  those  which  remained  unaltered  as  to 
those  which  were  altered.  The  consequence  was,  that 
the  Defendants  were  left,  as  they  would  have  been 
before  the  General  Order  was  made,  to  discover  to 
what  part  of  the  amended  bill,  as  it  stood,  they  were 
to  put  in  their  answer.  Now  I  do  not  think  there  was 
any  great  inconvenience  in  this,  but  it  is  said,  if  yoa 
had  specified  the  parts  of  the  amended  bill  which  I 
was  to  answer,  I  might  have  excluded  the  other  inter- 
rogatories from  my  office  copy,  and  this  omission  thus 
to  distinguish  the  interrogatories  has,  in  the  argument, 
been  called  *^  a  vexatious  amendment."  I  do  not  mean 
at  all  to  say,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  not  have  made  that 
distinction.  I  think  he  might  have  so  managed,  as  by 
a  reference  in  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the  bill,  to  point 
out  distinctly  to  the  Defendants,  the  interrogatories  or 
parts  of  interrogatories  to  which  he  required  an  answer. 
The  question  however  is,  whether  he  was  under  ar 
obligation  to  do  so.  I  am  of  opinion  he  was  no^ 
He  could  not,  in  this  case,  make  any  distinction  b 
tween    the   different  Defendants  who  were   to  answ 

separate 
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separately.    The  Defendants  had  no  hardship  put  upon        1844. 
them ;  they  were  only  to  answer    the  amendments  to      ^^^^^"^^ 
the  bill  which   were  particularly  interrogated    to,  and  * 
the  parts  previously  .found  to  have  been  insufficiently 
answered*      I  think,  therefore,  that  the  first  part  of  the 
motion  fails. 

Upon  the  other  part  of  the  motion  a  very  material 
question  arises.  The  question  is,  how  far  the  PlaintifT, 
who  refers  to  documents  in  his  possession  as  evidence 
of  the  fact  which  he  distinctly  charges,  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce that  evidence  before  the  Defendant  is  bound  to 
put  in  his  answer;  that  I  take  to  be  the  question  which 
is  raised  here.  There  have  been  several  cases  upon 
this  subject ;  and  I  think  they  may  be  divided  into  two 
classes :  first,  cases  like  that  of  the  Princess  of  Wales  v. 
Lord  Liverpool ;  and  secondly,  the  two  several  cases 
which  came  before  me,  and  have  been  referred  to, 
namely,  Taylor  v.  Hemming  and  Shepherd  v.  Morris. 
Those  were  cases  in  which  the  Plaintiff  by  his  bill  not 
only  stated  that  he  had  possession  of  the  documents, 
but  intending  to  use  those  documents  in  support  of  his 
case,  he  called  upon  the  Defendant  to  look  at  them, 
and  offered  to  produce  them  for  the  purpose.  The 
Plaintiff,  in  substance  and  effect,  stated  by  his  bill,  that 
the  Defendant  could  not  give  the  answer  which  the  Plain- 
tiff desired  to  have  for  his  own  use,  unless  the  Defendant 
would  look  at  those  documents ;  and  the  Plaintiff  having 
done  that,  then  refused  to  produce  the  documents.  I 
think  I  may  assume,  after  the  investigation  which  this 
case  has  undergone,  that  there  is  no  case  whatever  to 
be  produced,  in  which  the  Plaintiff,  charging  a  parti- 
cular fact  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  Defendant, 
and  stating,  further,  that  he  has  evidence  of  the  fact 
in  letters  which  are  iii  his  possession,  has  been  held 
bound  to  produce  those  documents,  before  the  Defend- 

VoL.  VII.  Nn  ant 
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1844.  ant  could  be  called  upon  to  put  in  his  answer.  The 
strong  impression  upon  my  mind  is,  that  there  is  no 
such  case.  None  so  contrary  to  the  ordinary  principle 
has  been  produced,  and  I  believe,  that  if  you  were  to 
lay  it  down,  as  a  proposition,  that  a  Plaintiff  shall  not 
proceed,  until  the  Defendant  knows  the  evidence  which 
the  Plaintiff  has,  you  would  state  a  proposition  very  much 
at  variance  with  the  ordinary  opinion  of  mankind  as  well 
as  of  lawyers.  No  doubt  you  have  a  right,  in  this  Court, 
to  look  at  the  evidence  which  the  Plaintiff  states  to  be 
in  his  possession ;  but  that  right  is  only  to  be  obtained 
upon  a  cross-bill.  Every  party  has,  in  this  Court,  that 
advantage  which  is  not  to  be  had  so  effectually  in  any 
other  jurisdiction.  He  may  discover  that  which  is  in 
the  knowledge  and  breast  of  the  Plaintiff  before  he  pro- 
ceeds to  a  hearing  of  the  cause,  but  he  must  do  it  in 
such  a  way  as  to  give  the  Plaintiff  the  opportuni^  of 
stating  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  matter. 
It  is  undoubtedly  extremely  important,  when  the  Plain- 
tiff is  called  upon  to  furnish  any  discovery,  that  he 
should  do  it  in  the  proper  form,  and  be  at  liberty  to 
state  nil  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  matter,  and 
that  he  should  have  all  the  guard  and  protection  which 
he  derives  from  being  able  to  give  a  full  statement  of 
all  the  circumstances  belonging  to  the  case. 

Some  observations  having,  during  the  argument,  been 
made  as  to  the  mode  of  drawing  bills,  I  wish  to  have  it 
clearly  understood,  that  in  my  opinion  the  more  strictly 
accordant  with  truth  a  bill  is,  the  better ;  but  I  cannot 
say  it  has  been  the  rule  of  this  Court,  that  if  a  bill  is 
not,  in  every  part  of  it,  strictly  in  accordance  with  truth, 
that  it  is  therefore  to  be  considered  as  a  vexatious  bill. 
Many  complicated  and  difficult  circumstances  arise  in 
which  a  party  is,  by  fraud,  kept  out  of  the  knowledge 
of  the  facts  which  are  essential  to  the  support  of  bis 

case, 
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case,  so  that  being  kept  entirely  ignorant  of  the  real  1844> 
facts,  he  is  under  the  necessity,  though  wishing  to  ad- 
here to  the  truth,  of  connecting  facts  which  may  be 
within  his  knowledge  with  other  circumstances  which 
he  can  only  surmise,  and  which  may  or  may  not  be 
according  to  truth.  The  Defendant  being  then  com- 
pelled to  answer  usually  affords  information  which  en- 
ables the  Plaintiff,  by  amendment,  to  state  his  case  better, 
and  perhaps  more  in  accordance  with  the  truth. 

It  is  said  in  this  case  that  we  know  that  the  Plaintiff 
has  written  evidence,  for  he  alleges  it  himself,  and  that 
it  would  be  much  more  convenient  to  the  Defendants 
to  see  it  before  they  answer,  because  they  are  charged 
with  a  distinct  fact  to  be  evidenced  by  that  written  do- 
cument. Suppose,  however,  the  Plaintiff  had  done  that 
which  he  might  have  done,  namely,  omitted  all  notice 
of  the  letters,  and  had  charged  the  Defendants  with  a 
fact;  and  that  the  Defendants  had  in  their  answer  denied 
the  fact  to  be  true,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  thereupon 
amended  his  bill  charging  the  same  fact,  and  had  said 
**  in  evidence  thereof,  I  have  those  letters,"  would  not 
that  course  of  proceeding,  though  open  to  the  Plaintiff, 
have  been  much  more  vexatious  ?  Would  it  not  have 
been  more  likely  to  have  harassed  the  Defendants? 
Was  it  not  at  least  fair  and  honest,  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff,  when  he  charged  the  Defendants  with  the 
fact,  at  the  same  time  to  intimate  to  them  (if  the  fact 
be  so),  that  he  had  got  the  letters  in  his  possession 
which  proved  the  fact  charged,  and  which  the  Defend- 
ants might  compel  the  production  of  by  filing  a  cross- 
bill ?  In  practice,  I  have  known  instances  of  a  Plaintiff 
stating,  that  there  existed  certain  documents  proving 
the  fact  charged,  when  there  were  none,  and  thereby 
intimidating  the  Defendant  from  stating  the  truth  of  his 
Nn  2  own 
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own  case:  that,  no  doubt,  would  be  a  vexatious  and 
fraudulent  mode  of  stating  a  case. 

That  is  not  suggested  here:  on  the  contrary,  this 
motion  proceeds  on  the  notion  of  the  existence  of  the 
documents,  which  the  Plaintiff  states  to  be  evidence  in 
support  of  his  bill,  and  upon  an  allegation  that  the  De- 
fendants have  a  right  to  see  that  evidence,  before  they 
are  called  upon  to  put  in  their  answer. 

I  think  that  the  second  part  of  the  motion  also  fiuls, 
and,  the  motion  failing  altogether,  must  therefore  be  re- 
fused with  costs. 


April  18,  19. 


An  adverse 
decree  made 
in  the  absence 
of  some  of  a 
class,  the  point 
not  being 
considered  to 
be  one  of 
difficulty. 

Costs  of  an 
administra- 
tion suit 
directed  to  be 
paid  rateably 
out  of  the 
real  and  per* 
sonal  estate. 


BUNNETT  V.  FOSTER,  {a) 

TAMES  WORSHIP,  by  his  will,  dated  17th  of  IdarA 
1 786,  devised  his  real  estate  in  trust  for  his  niece  for 
her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  pay  the  yearly  rents  and 
profits  to  hef  daughter,  Anne  Le  Fevre^  for  her  separate 
use  for  her  life,  and  upon  further  trust  to  sell,  as  sooD 
as  conveniently  might  be  after  the  death  of  the  survivor* 
And  he  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  bis 
trustees  to  be  converted  into  money,  the  interest  to  b^ 
paid  to  the  same  tenants  for  life,  and  in  the  same  way  ^ 
the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estate.  And  the  trusted 
were  to  be  possessed  of  the  monies,  so  to  remain  out  *^ 
interest  during  the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life,  at  th^^ 
decease,  and  of  all  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  sale   ^' 
the  real  estate,  upon  trust  to  pay  lOOt  to  each  child    ^^ 

Mrs- 

(fl)  Ex  reUUioue  Mr.  De  Gcjt, 
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Mrs.  Le  Fevre  who  should  survive  her,  and  to  pay  the 
residue  of  such  monies,  or  the  whole,  if  Mrs.  Le  Fevre 
left  no  child  living  at  her  death,  unto  all  the  testator's 
brothers*  and  sisters*  children  who  should  be  alive  at 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Le  Fevre^  equally  share  and  share 
alike,  or  their  respective  executors  and  administrators. 
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The  property  comprised  both  real  and  personal  estate. 

The  testator  died  in  1792,  his  niece  in  1814,  and 
Mrs.  Le  Fevre  in  1836.  No  child  of  Mrs.  Le  Fevre^ 
or  of  any  of  the  brothers  or  sisters  of  the  testator  was 
living  at  Mrs.  Le  Fevre^s  death. 


This  was  a  bill  filed,  by  one  of  the  legal  personal 
representatives  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living 
at  his  death,  against  two  persons,  each  of  whom  claimed 
to  be  heir-at-law,  the  trustees,  and  a  party  claiming  to 
be  next  of  kin  of  a  child  of  one  of  the  testator's  sisters, 
praying  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  property. 
Two  questiops  were  raised  on  the  pleadings,  first,  whe- 
ther there  was  a  conversion  of  the  realty  into  personalty, 
out  and  out,  so  as  to  entitle  the  next  of  kin  to  the  whole 
of  the  assets,  the  greater  part  of  which  had,  in  fact, 
b^n  converted  into  money  since  the  testator's  death. 
Secondly,  whether,  under  the  limitation  to  the  testator's 
brothers'  and  sisters'  children  living  at  Mrs.  Le  Fevre*s 
death,  or  their  respective  executors  and  administrators, 
the  next  of  kin  of  a  child  who  died  in  Mrs.  Le  Fevre\ 
lifetime  might  not  take  by  substitution. 

Inquiries  were  directed  at  the  original  hearing,  and 
by  the  report  it  appeared,  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator  living  at  his  death  were  ten  in  number:  that  ail 
of  them  were  dead,  and  that  there  were  legal  personal 
representatives  of  three  only,  the  Plaintiff  being  one  of 
N n  S  such 
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i  844.  soch  representatives.  It  also  appeared  that  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  children  of  brothers  and  sbters  of  the  teslator 
interested  in  the  second  question  exceeded  thirty  in 
number,  and  that  there  were  personal  representatives  of 
a  very  few  of  them. 

The  cause  now  coming  on  for  further  directions, 

Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  Plainti£ 

Mr.  Raiipelly  for  the  trustees,  submitted  that  they 
would  not  be  indemnified,  by  a  decree  pronounced  in 
the  absence  of  any  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  ques- 
tions in  dbpute. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Borrett^  for  the  heir-at-law. 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  ElmsUyi  and  Mr.  Bird^  for  other 
parties,  submitted  that  all  the  different  interests  were  as 
well  represented  as  convenience  and  the  practicability  of 
carrying  on  the  suit  would  allow,  having  regard  to  the 
number  of  parties  and  the  amount  of  the  property. 
They  cited  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  (a) 

Mr.  Baupell,  in  reply,  said,  that  in  Harvey  v.  Harvey 
there  was  no  final  decision  or  distribution  of  the  fund, 
as  was  sought  here. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  practice  of 
allowing  some  members  of  a  class  to  represent  the 
whole  in  certain  cases  had  been  adopted  on  grounds  of 
convenience,  but  that  in  this  respect  every  case  must  be 
governed  by  its  own  circumstances.  That  it  would 
nevertheless   be  extremely   unsatisfactory    to   a  party, 

whose 
(a)  4  Beav.  215.,  and  5  Bcav.  134. 
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whose  property  had  in  his  absence  been  adjudgecf  to        184i. 
another,  to  be  told  that  it  had  been  done  for  the  sake 
of  coDTenience.     The  other  questions  in  dispute  might, 
however,  be  argued,  the  decision  on  the  question  of 
parties  being  reserved. 

The  case  then  proceeded. 

On  the  question  of  conversion,  Cruse  v.  Barley  (a), 
Fletcher  v.  Ashbumer{b\  Phillips  v.  Phillips  {c\  and 
Jessopp  v.  Watson  {d)  were  cited. 

Mr.  Bird^  on  behalf  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  child  of 
one  of  the  testator's  sisters,  admitted  that  the  claim  to 
take  by  substitution  could  not  be  sustained. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  observed,  that  the  latter 
point  was  so  clear  that  there  could  be  no  ground  for 
bringing  before  the  Court  any  of  the  other  parties  in- 
terested in  maintaining  it ;  that  the  question  of  conver- 
sion might  admit  of  more  argument,  but  still  there 
appeared  to  him  no  sufficient  reason  for  holding  that 
the  testator  intended  a  conversion  out  and  out.  That, 
unfortunately,  this  was  a  very  vague  expression;  but 
that  the  case  of  the  heir  at  law  did  not  require  it  to  be 
laid  down,  as  had  been  contended,  that  there  could,  in 
no  case,  be  a  conversion  except  for  the  purposes  of  an 
express  trust.  That  it  was  sufficient  to  say  that  there 
did  not  appear  to  be  any  indication  of  an  intention  to 
convert  the  property  for  any  other  purposes  than  those 
specifically  pointed  out,  and  which  had  failed.  That  if 
his  Lordship  entertained  any  reasonable  degree  of  doubt 

on 

(fl)  3  P.  W,  20.  (c)   1  My,  Sf  K.  649. 

(*)  1  Brown  (C.  C.)  497.  (rf)  I  My,  ^  K,  665. 
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1844.  ^  on  the  point,  he  should  have  felt  great  difficulty  in  finally 
disposing  of  it,  adversely  to  the  absent  parties,  and  in 
distributing  the  property  without  reserving  to  them  an 
opportunity  of  supporting  their  own  case ;  but  that  the 
Court  could  only  act  upon  the  strength  of  its  own  im- 
pression, and  that  he  thought,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  with  the  opinion  which  he  entertained 
as  to  the  possibility  of  the  question  being  successfully 
argued,  he  should  not  be  justified  in  burdening  the  pro- 
perty in  dispute  with  the  expense  of  bringing  any  other 
parties  before  the  Court 

His  Lordship  held  that  the  realty,  and  the  proceeds 
of  so  much  of  it  as  had  been  sold,  belonged  to  the  heir, 
and  that  the  personalty  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator  living  at  his  decease. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Borrett  asked  that  the  costs 
might  come  out  of  the  personalty,  the  question  having 
arisen  out  of  the  construction  of  the  will,  and  the  claim 
of  the  heir  having  been  held  so  clear  that  a  decision 
could  be  made  against  absent  next  of  kin.     But, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  would  benefit  the  real  estate,  as  well 
as  the  personal,  by  removing  difficulties  as  to  the  title 
of  the  parties  claiming  it,  and  he  directed  the  costs  to  be 
paid  rateably  out  of  the  realty  and  personalty  according 
to  their  value. 

See  Eifre  v.  Manden,  S  Keen,  564.,  and  4  Myl.  4*  Cr.  831. 
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BATHER  V.  KEARSLEY.  Maj,  2. 

rpmS  bill  was  filed  by  Maty  Bather,  the  wife  of  the  The  bill 
•*■    DefeDdant   Thomas  Justice  Bather,   by  her  next  charge  trus- 

friend,  and  by  Thomas  Bather.     Mary  Bather  had  a  life  tees  with  mis- 

.  ,  r        ....       1  management 

interest  without  power  of  anticipation  in  the  trust  pro-  and  misappli- 

perty  which  was  the  subject  of  the  suit,  and  Thomas  1^^^°  esute^^ 
Bather  had  an  interest  in  remainder.  The  answer 

insisted  that 
one  of  the 
The  bill  sought  an  account,  &c.  of  the  real  and  per-  two  co-Plain- 

sonal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  also  sought  to  charge  quiesced.  The 

the  trustees  with  mismanagefnent  and  misapplication  of  ^<>"J'»  "P®" 

°  ^^  motion,  gave 

the  trust  property.  leave  to 

amend  by 
making  such 
The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  set  up  a  case  of  ac-  co-Plaintiffa 

quiescence  on  the  .part  of  the  Plaintiff  Thomas  Bather.       upon"payment 

of  the  costs  of 

The  Plaintiffs  now  moved  for  liberty  to  amend  their  tion,  andgiv- 

bill,  br  striking  out  the  name  of  Thomas  Bather  as  a  j."R»«curity 
,     ;  *^     ,  ,  for  the  costs 

Plaintiff  and  making  him  a  Defendant.      An  affidavit  already  in- 

was  filed  by  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  stating  that  he  was  costs  of  i^ 

not  aware  of  the  existence  of  any  question  as  to  acqui-  misjoinder 

escence  until  he  read  the  answer.  tcTthe'^h^ear- 


ing. 


Mr.  Turner  and   Mr.  Jl  Baily,   in   support  of  the 
motion. 

They  cited  Small  v.  Attwood  (a),  and  Aylwin  v.  Bray 
therein  cited,  p.  518. 

Mr. 

(a)  8  Tou.  if  Jer.  5U.^^ 


546 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1844>. 


Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer^  Mr.  Car,  and  Mr.  Rolt^  for  the 
DefendaDts. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  granted  the  application, 
but  upon  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiffs  paying  the  costs  of 
the  motion,  and  giving  security  for  the  costs  up  to  the 
present  time,  and  he  reserved  the  costs  incurred  by  the 
misjoinder  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 


May  3. 


PEERS  V.  LAMBERT. 


A.  contracted 
to  sell  a  wharf 
on  the  banks 
of  the  Thames^ 
with  z  jetty. 
The  jetty 
turned  out  to 
be  liable  to  be 
removed  by 
the  corpora- 
tion of  Zron* 
dofty  if  they 
thought  fit. 
Held,  that  the 
jetty  was 
essential  to 
the  beneficial 
occupation 
and  enjoy- 
ment of  the 
premises  con- 
tracted to  be 
sold,  and  that 
a  specific  per- 
formance 
could  not  be 
decreed. 


^HIS  was  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment 

The  Plaintiff*  put  up  some  property  for  sale  by  auc- 
tion, which,  in  the  particulars  of  sale,  was  described  as 
a  very  valuable  copyhold  property,  known  as  AshtorCs 
Wharf  J  consisting  of  superior  water-side  premises,  first- 
rate  wharf,  with  jetty,  extensive  warehouses,  rigging- 
house,  counting<^house,  and  shop,  situate  at  Blackwall. 
The  particulars  also  stated,  that  <*  this  property,  of 
which  immediate  possession  may  be  obtained,  is  copy- 
hold of  the  manor  of  Stepney,  otherwise  Stebonheaih, 
subject  to  a  fine  on  death  or  alienation  of  2/.  2s.  certain, 
and  to  the  annual  quit  rent  of  4e/."  A  printed  plan  was 
referred  to,  upon  which  was  delineated  a  jetty,  project- 
ing from  the  front  of  the  wharf  into  the  Thames. 

The  Defendant  became  the  purchaser  for  5820£i,  and 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  having  been  instituted,  it 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  a  good 
title  could  be  shewn. 

The 
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The  Master  reported  "  that  a  good  title  could  be  1 S**- 
made  to  the  said  premises,  except  as  to  a  certain  jetty 
in  the  agreement  mentioned :  and  he  found,  that  such 
good  title,  except  as  aforesaid,  was  first  shewn  before 
the  institution  of  this  suit  And  as  to  the  said  jetty  to 
which  a  good  title  could  not  be  made  according  to  the 
said  agreement,  he  found  that  the  same  was  a  wooden 
structure,  with  a  wooden  top  placed  upon  wooden  piles, 
between  high  and  low  water  mark  of  the  river  Thames^ 
and  was  subject  to  the  regulations  of  the  navigation 
committee  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  London^  and 
liable  at  any  time  to  be  removed,  in  case  the  said  cor- 
poration should  think  fit  to  remove  the  same.  And  he 
found  that  the  said  jetty  was  essential  to  the  beneficial 
occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises  contracted 
to  be  sold  as  aforesaid." 

The  Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  report 

Mr«  Turner  and  Mr.  Bailyy  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kinderslet/f  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  concurred  with  the  Master 
in  opinion  that  the  jetty  was  essential  to  the  enjoyment 
of  the  property ;  and  he,  therefore,  overruled  the  excep- 
tions, and  dismissed  thebill  with  costs. 


See  SugderCs  Vendor*^  Ch.  ▼!.  Section  3. 
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31. 

./i//v31. 

A.  and  B, 

purchased 
realty  out  of 
their  partner- 
ship assets, 
which  was 
uRed  for  their 
partnership 
purposes,  and 
was,  in  equity, 
to  be  con- 


ROWLEY  V.  ADAMS. 

rriHIS  case,  reported  afite  (a),  now  came  on  to  be 
-*-    heard  upon  the  twentieth  exception,  and  on  further 
directions  and  costs. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  twentieth  of 
sideredaspcr.  the  exceptions  taken  to  the  Master's  report,  and  for 

new  partner-     further  directions  and  on  costs, 
ship  was  form- 

fid  hctwfien 

A.,  B.^  and  The  Master  has  found,  that  the  testator  was  entitled 

wM^ontinueS  ^^  ^'*^^^  fourth  parts  of  a  house  and  premises  in  Port- 
to  be  used  for  pool  Lane^  which  were  not  devised  by  his  will,  but 
shrp^purpM^  which  descended  to  Henry  Barley  Wyatt  as  heir  at  law, 
but  A,  and  B.  and  the  exception  alleges,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
a  rent  to  be      shew  that  the  testator  was  entitled  to  three  fourths  of  the 

paid  them  by  house  and  property,  or  whether  the  same  descended  to 
the  new  part-  r     r      j^ 

Henry  Earley  Wyatt  as  his  heir  at  law,  or  was  to  be  con- 
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nership,  com 
posed  of  i4., 
B,  and  C.    A. 
died.     Held 
the  property 
was,  in  equity, 
to  be  con- 
sidered  as  part 
of  his  real 
estate. 

Legatees 
made  bondjide 
endeavours  to 
renlize  the 


sidered  as  part  of  the  partnership  property,  or  as  other- 
wise in  equity,  converted  into  personalty. 

The  property  was,  in  fact,  purchased  by  Henry  Wyatt 
and  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  out  of  their  partnership  assets, 
for  their  partnership  purposes,  and  belonged  to  them  in 

the 

(a)  Page  395. 


primarv  fund  on  which  legacies  were  charged,  but  failed  to  prove  the  existence 
of  such  primary  fund,  by  reason  of  the  non-production  of  the  account  books.  Tlie 
real  estate  (being  the  secondary  fund)  was  directed  to  be  sold  for  pavment  of 
the  legacies,  but  the  decree  was  made  without  prejudice  to  any  ckim  which  might 
be  made  in  respect  of  the  primary  fund,  in  any  other  proceeding  against  any  par^ 
who  might  be  answerable  for  the  same. 
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the  proportion  in  which  they  were  interested  in  the  184i. 
partnership,  and  whilst  used  for  the  purposes  of  the 
partnership,  it  was  to  be  considered  as  personalty ;  but, 
upon  the  admission  of  George  Wyatt  into  the  partner- 
ship, the  firm  of  Henry  Wyatt  and  Son  was  put  an  end 
to,  and  the  house  and  premises  ceased  to  be  used  merely 
as  partnership  assets  of  the  owners.  The  two  owners, 
Henry  Wyatt  and  Henry  Barley  Wyattj  held  the  pro- 
perty distinct  from  the  partnership  and  trading  property 
of  the  three  partners,  Henry  Wyatt^  Henty  Barley  Wyatty 
and  George  Wyatty  and  they  stipulated  for  a  rent. 
There  was,  therefore,  in  two  partners,  an  ownership 
of  die  property  and  a  right  to  receive  rent,  and,  in  the 
three  partners,  a  possession  for  which  rent  was  paid; 
and  although  the  three  used  the  possession  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trade  of  the  three,  including  the  two  owners, 
yet  I  think,  that  the  right  of  the  two  owners,  to  whom 
as  landlords  the  rent  became  due,  must  be  considered  as 
real  estate.  The  contest,  in  this  case,  appears  to  me  to 
be  of  no  importance  to  Henry  Barley  Wyatt,  because, 
upon  consideration  of  the  testator's  will,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  real  estate  of  Henry  Wyatt,  which  descended  to 
Henry  Barley  Wyatt  as  his  heirj  is  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacies  given  by  his  will ;  but  I  think  that 
the  finding  of  the  Master  is  correct,  and  that  the  twentieth 
exception  must  be  overruled. 

Upon  the  further  directions,  the  principal  question  is, 
whether  the  Plaintiffs,  the  legatees,  are  now  entitled  to 
have  the  testator's  real  estate  descended  or  devised,  sold 
for  the  payment  of  their  legacies ;  and  I  think  that  they 
are.  The  Plaintiffs  have,  in  vain,  attempted  to  realize 
the  primary  fund  out  of  which  the  testator  directed  the 
legacies  to  be  paid.  They  have  endeavoured  to  prove 
that  such  primary  fund  really  existed,  and  on  the  sup- 
position of  its  having  had  an  existence,  they  have  used 
endeavours,  the  sincerity  of  which  cannot  be  doubted,  to 

charge 
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charge  the  executors  personally  with  the  loss  of  it  In 
these  endeavours  they  have  failed.  It  is  not  now,  and 
the  probability  is  that  it  never  can  be  known  with  cer- 
tainty, whether  the  funds  applicable,  in  priority  to  the 
real  estate,  existed  or  not,  or  who  is  answerable  for  it,  if 
it  did  exist ;  and  the  Plaintifis  having  done  all  in  their 
power  to  ascertain  the  primary  fund  and  make  it  avail- 
able, so  as  to  avoid  resorting  to  the  real  estate,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  they  ought  not  to  be  delayed  further,  and 
are  now  entitled  to  have  the  real  estate  sold. 


It  is  very  unsatisfactory  to  be  obliged  to  make  a  de- 
cree under  such  circumstances.  However  improbable, 
it  is  still  possible  that  it  may  be  discovered  that  there 
was  a  primary  fund,  and  that  some  of  the  parties  to  this 
cause  are  answerable  for  it ;  and  in  order  to  leave  tbe 
means  of  redress  open,  as  far  as  I  can,  consistently  with 
the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs,  I  must  make  this  decfee 
without  prejudice  to  any  claim  which  may  be  made  in 
respect  of  the  primary  fund,  in  any  other  proceedings 
against  any  party  who  may  be  answerable  for  the  same. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  any  order  ought  now 
to  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the  rents  of  the  real 
estates  received  by  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  or  William. 

Provision  must  be  made  for  payment  of  the  several 
sums  of  money  which  the  Master  has  found  to  be  due 
to  AdamSi  to  Marks^  and  to  the  estate  of  Hannah  WyatL 


With  respect  to  the  costs,  so  far  as  the  suits  relate  to 
the  establishment  of  the  will,  and  the  account  of  such 
parts  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  as  did  not 
consist  of  his  share  or  interest  in  the  partnership,  I 
think  that  all  parties  are  entitled  to  their  costs ;  the  exe- 
cutors having  their  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client 
So  far  as  the  suits  relate  to  the  accounts  of  the  partner- 
ship 
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ship  dealings  and  property,  and  with  respect  to  the 
special  inquiries,  and  the  exceptions  which  relate  thereto, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  parties,  other  than  the  execu- 
tors, and  Henry  Earley  Wyatt  and  George  Wyatt  and  his 
assignees,  are  entitled  to  their  costs ;  but  having  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  neither  the  executors,  nor  Henry  Earley  Wyattj  nor 
George  fVyatt,  nor  his  assignees,  are  entitled  to  any  costs. 
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It  was  strongly  urged,  that  I  ought  to  charge  the 
executors  with  the  whole  costs  of  the  suit,  or  at  least  with 
the  particular  costs  to  which  I  have  last  adverted ;  but, 
on  consideration,  I  think  that  I  ought  not  to  charge 
them,  as  I  should  have  done,  if  I  could  have  agreed 
with  the  Master's  report  on  the  principal  exceptions. 


ARCHER  t;.  HUDSON. 


Julys.  11. 


IN  1825,  the  surviving  parent  of  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  A  niece,  two 
Archer  (then   Miss  Kendray)^  died,  leaving  her  an  ^^"Sme^f' 
orphan  of  the  age  of  about  nine  years.      For  about  age,  and  after 
seven  years  previous  to  her  attaining  twenty-one,  she  hadfuSyac-* 

resided   counted  to 
her,  entered 
into  a  Toluntary  security  for  her  uncle,  bj^  whom  she  had  been  brought  up,  and 
who  was  considered  by  the  Court  as  standing  in  loco  parenti$.    The  Court  set  it  aside. 

Where  a  transaction  takes  place  between  parent  and  child,  just  after  the  child  has 
attaincKi  twenty-one,  and  prior  to  what  may  be  called  a  complete  "  emancipation,*' 
without  any  benefit  moviog  to  the  child,  the  presumption  is  tnat  an  undue  influence 
has  been  exercised  on  the  part  of  the  child,  and  a  party  seeking  to  maintain  such  a 
transaction  must  shew  that  that  presuniption  is  adequately  rebutted. 

Though  Courts  of  equity  do  not  interfere  to  prevent  an  act  even  of  bounty  between 
parent  and  child,  yet  they  will  see  that  the  child  is  placed  in  such  a  position 
as  will  enable  him  to  form  an  entirely  free  and  unfettered  judgment,  independent 
altogether  of  any  sort  of  control. 

Surety  by  promissory  note,  for  a  floating  balance  due  to  bankers  from  a  customer, 
held  released  by  the  bankers  crediting  the  customer  with  the  full  amount  of  the  note, 
without  advancing  the  money  at  the  time. 
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resided  with  her  uncle  and  aunt,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Daniel^ 
at  Thirsk.  I^Iiss  Kendrqy  was  entitled  to  some  pro- 
perty, consisting  of  a  sum  of  1112/.,  and  the  moiety  of 
some  houses,  &c.  producing  an  income  of  about  145IL 
a  year.  During  her  minority  her  uncle  *'  was  paid  a 
suitable  sum  for  her  maintenance  by  her  guardian,  out 
of  the  income  of  her  property." 


On  the  8th  of  November  18S79  Miss  Kendray  attained 
her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  whereupon  her  guardians 
transferred  her  property  to  her,  and  she,  on  the  2l8tof 
the  same  month,  executed  a  release  to  them. 

It  appeared  that  in  July  1837,  her  uncle  Daniel  bad 
opened  an  account  with  the  Thirsk  branch  of  the  Hork 
Union  Banking  Company,  of  which  Hauxwell  was  the 
•  manager.     At  the  end  of  December  Daniel  had  over- 
drawn his  account  to  the  extent  of  70/. 

About  the  1st  o{  January  1838,  Miss  Kendray  pxDxAi 
as  surety  for  her  uncle  Mr.  Daniel^  in  a  promissory  note 
for  500/.  to  the  bank,  and  by  that  note,  she  and  her 
uncle  jointly  and  severally  promised  to  pay  the  bank 
the  sum  of  500/.  with  interest.  The  note  was  handed 
over,  but  was  not  at  that  time  entered  in  the  bankers' 
books.  The  way  in  which  it  was  afterwards  dealt  with 
will  be  presently  stated. 

On  the  13th  of  November  1841,  Miss  Kemlray  married 
the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Archer. 


After  the  marriage,  the  bank  appeared  to  have  ma^^ 

some   inquiries   as   to   the  property  of  Miss  Kendr^"* 

and  on  the  9th  of  December  1841,  the  500/.,  the  p^^ 

niissory  note,  was  placed  to  the  credit  of  DanieCs    *^ 

count,  but  entered  in   the  banker*s  books  under  cJ^** 

cm 
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the  12th  of  November  1841,  this  being  the  day  previous        1844. 

to  her  marriage,  at  which   time  the  balance  against     ^T^^^ 

Daniel  appeared  to  be  about  96/.  o. 

Hudson. 

In  1 84S,  Daniel  became  insolvent  Being  then  indebted 
to  the  bankers  in  a  sum  exceeding  500/.,  they,  on  the 
24th  oi  April  1843,  commenced  an  action  at  law  against 
the  Plaintiffs,  to  recover  the  amount  secured  by  the  pro- 
missory note  of  500/.  The  Plaintiffs  thereupon  instituted 
this  suit,  in  order  to  get  relieved  from  their  liability 
under  the  note. 

Thus  far  the  facts  of  the  case  were  beyond  dispute ; 
it  is  now  necessary  to  state  the  material  allegations  of  the 
bill  and  the  evidence  in  support  of  them. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  signature  of  Miss  Kendray 
to  the  note  had  been  obtained  by  a  scheme  or  plan 
between  her  uncle  and  the  agent  of  the  banking  com- 
pany, entered  into  previous  to  her  coming  of  age. 
That  she  signed  it  with  reluctance,  and  entirely  through 
the  influence  which  her  uncle  and  aunt  had  acquired 
over  her.  That  it  was  represented  to  be  a  matter  of 
form,  and  that  she  would  never  be  required  to  pay  any 
thing  in  consequence.  The  bill  stated,  that  the  note 
was  given  for  the  amount  then  in  arrear,  which  the  bill 
alleged  had  been  discharged  by  subsequent  payments 
by  Daniel;  and  that,  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid, 
the  note  was  fraudulent  and  void,  and  ought  to  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled. 

The  bill  charged  *<  that  if  the  note  was  ever  dis- 
counted by  the  company,  the  same  was  not  discounted, 
or  the  amount  thereof  credited  to  Daniel^  until  some 
time  afler  the  date  thereof,  and  was  so  discounted  un- 
known to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  was  not  carried  to  a  separate 

Vol.  VII.  O  o  account 
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1844.  account  to  the  debits  of  the  Plabtiflb  and  Damd^  but 
remained  in  the  possession  of  the  company,  as  a  note 
payable  on  demand  by  Daniel;  and  the  company,  by  so 
dealing  with  the  note,  destroyed  such  right,  if  any,  as 
they  previously  had,  to  hold  the  same  as  a  coUatenl 
security  for  the  balance  due  from  Daniel  to  the  said 
company ;  and  that  the  subsequent  payment  by  Damd 
to  the  company  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  promisso^ 
note,  and  of  the  balance  then  due  to  the  company,  and 
ought,  if  necessary,  to  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  note  and  of  the  balance." 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  promissory 
note  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  from  the  Plaintiff 
by  Daniel  and  the  Banking  Company,  and  was  iraa* 
dulent  and  void  against  the  Plaintifi ;  and  that  if  not 
fraudulent  and  void,  then  for  a  declaration,  that  the 
subsequent  payment  to  the  bank  ought  to  be  applied  in 
reduction  of  the  balance  due  on  the  promissory  note. 

The  answer  denied  all  the  allegations  of  the  fraud 
and  the  alleged  scheme,  and  stated,  *<  that  about  the 
months  of  November  or  December  1887,  the  account  of 
Daniel  with  the  Banking  Company  being  overdrawn, 
Daniel  proposed  to  Mr*  HaiusvoeU^  that  he  and  his  niece 
Frances  KendrayshonlA  give  to  the  Banking  Company  a 
joint  and  several  promissory  note  for  500^  and  interest, 
as  a  collateral  and  continuing  security  to  the  company 
for  tho  balance  that  might,  from  time  to  time,  become 
due  from  Daniel  to  the  said  Banking  Company  on  his 
account  with  them,  and  that  the  same  should  be  a  con- 
tinuing guarantee  to  them  for  the  balance  of  the  banking 
account  of  the  said  C  DanielJ* 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  went  to 
shew  the  control  and  influence  which  Mr.  and  Mrs. 

Damd 
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Daniel  had  acquired  and  exercised  over  their  niece,  1844. 
the  subsistence  of  an  intimacy  between  Daniel  and 
Hauxwell,  and  of  the  knowledge  of  the  latter  of  the 
circumstances,  fortune,  and  situation  of  Miss  Kendrayj 
bat  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  fraudulent 
sdieme  between  the  parties. 

Hattrwell  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  Defend- 
ants. He  denied  the  alleged  intimacy  between  him- 
self and  Danidy  and  stated  as  follows :  —  **  Daniel  was 
allowed  by  me  to  overdraw  his  account  at  the  said 
Think  branch  of  the  York  Union  Banking  Company 
to  a  small  amount,  because  I  considered  him  safe.  At 
the  end  of  December  18S7,  Daniel  had  overdrawn  his 
account  the  sum  of  70/.  75.  2d.  In  the  latter  part  of 
December  1837,  Daniel  mentioned  to  me  his  wbh,  that 
the  Branch  Bank  would  allow  him  to  overdraw  his 
account  for  his  accommodation  to  a  greater  extent ;  he 
gave  as  a  reason  why  he  wished  so  to  draw,  that  he 
would  thereby  be  enabled  to  go  into  the  market  and 
buy  hb  leather  for  ready  money,  instead  of  buying 
leather  and  paying  with  acceptances.  When  Daniel 
so  applied  to  me,  he  wished  to  be  allowed  to  overdraw 
to  the  extent  of  500L  I  asked  him  what  security  he 
could  give,  and  he  proposed  his  niece  Frances  Kendray. 
He  said  he  had  not  spoken  to  her  on  the  subject,  but 
he  would  do  so,  and  let  me  know.  About  a  week 
afterwards,  Daniel  called  at  the  Branch  Bank,  and  stated 
to  me,  that  he  had  spoken  to  his  niece,  and  she  was 
agreeable  to  sign  a  promissory  note  for  500/.,  but  she  did 
not  like  to  come  to  the  Bank,  from  a  fear  of  causing 
some  suspicion  that  she  was  going  to  be  bound  for  her 
uncle  to  the  Bank ;  that  if  I  would  prepare  a  note  in  the 
usual  form,  and  take  it  down  some  evening  to  his 
{DanieFs)  house,  where  she  resided,  she  would  sign  it." 

Oo  2  The 


556  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ISi^.  The  same  witness  also  stated:   <<  That  he  accord- 

ingly prepared  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note^ 
and  took  it  to  the  house  of  Daniel  between  the  1st 
and  the  6th  of  January  1838.     That  he  produced  the 
promissory  note,  and  told  Miss  Kendray  that  it  was 
a  joint  promissory   note   for  500/.9   but  we  did  not 
want  500^   of  her  uncle  at  that  time,  (the  balance 
owing   by  him   at  that  time  being  very  small) »  but 
that  he  might  want  money  to  the  extent  of  500^,  aod 
he  asked  her,  if  she  was  willing  to  sign  the  note  be 
then  produced ;  to  which  she  answered,  that  she  was 
willing  to  do  so*     He  then  requested  her  to  read  the 
said  promissory  note,  which  she  did  accordingly.     That 
Daniel  then  signed  the  promissory  note,  and  immedi- 
ately afterwards  the  said  Frances  Kendray  signed  her 
name  to  it.     That  before  the  note  was  signed  by  the 
said   Daniel  and   Frances  Kendray^   he  told  the  said 
Frances  Kendray^  that  supposing  her  uncle  should  want 
money  to  the  extent  of  500/.,  by  her  signing  that  note, 
she  made  herself  liable  to  the  Bank '  to  the  extent  of 
500/.  and  interest,  in  case  the  Bank  should  ever  want 
that  amount  of  him ;  she  said  that  she  perfectly  under- 
stood it." 

The  witness  also  said,  ^^  I  then  stated,  that  the  said 
promissory  note  was  to  be  a  security  for  the  amount 
then  due  to  the  said  Bank  from  the  said  Christopher 
Daniel^  or  for  any  amount  that  might  be  due,  either 
upon  the  open  account,  or  upon  bills  running  to  the 
extent  of  500/.  and  interest ;"  and  the  witness  said,  ''  In 
my  opinion  and  judgment,  the  said  note  was  signed  by 
the  said  complainant  Frances  Kendray  readily  and  not 
reluctantly,  nor  in  ignorance,  but  with  the  full  knowledge 
of  the  liability  she  was  thereby  incurring." 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr*  RoU^  for  the  PlaintiiFs,  con-  ISii. 
tendedy^/^^i  that  the  transaction  was  void  ab  initio^  the 
promissory  note  having  been  obtained  by  an  uncle» 
standing  in  loco  parentis^  from  his  niece  immediately 
after  her  coming  of  age.  That  the  principles  of  the  Court 
with  regard  to  transactions  between  guardian  and 
ward  {a\  and  parent  and  child  (6),  were  applicable  to 
the  present  case ;  that  the  protection  of  infancy  con- 
tinued after  the  Plaintiff  attained  her  majority  (c),  and 
that  the  Defendants^  who  took  with  notice,  by  their 
agent,  of  the  invalidity  of  the  transaction,  were  bound. 
Secondhfi  that  there  was  no  memorandum  shewing  that 
the  note  was  given  as  a  security  for  a  floating  balance. 
Thirdly^  that  by  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  note  in 
December  1841,  the  position  of  the  surety  had  been 
altered ;  for  the  note,  instead  of  being  kept  as  a  con- 
tinuing guarantee  for  the  ultimate  balance  due  from  the 
principal,  as  the  Defendants  said  was  the  intention, 
had  been  cashed,  and  an  immediate  right  to  sue  for  the 
whole  amount  created ;  Bonser  v.  Cox.  {d)  Fourthly^ 
that  the  500/.  having  been  treated  as  a  loan  from  the 
12th  o(2fao€mber  1841,  every  subsequent  payment  made 
by  Daniel  to  the  bankers  must  be  applied  in  exoneration 
of  the  surety. 

Mr.  Turner  J  and  Mr.  Elmsle^y  contrdj  for  the  Banking 
Company.  The  bill  alleges  and  proceeds  on  a  fraudu- 
lent contrivance  between  Daniel  and  Hawcwelly  of  which 
there  is  not  the  slightest  proof.  The  transaction  was 
bond^fide  on  the  part  of  the  Banking  Company ;  their 
advances  did  not  exceed  70/.  at  the  time,  and  they  had 
no  inducement  to  procure  the  Plaintiff*  in  joining  in 

assbting 

(a)  1  Mad.  Ck.  Pr.  123.,  and         (c)  See  3  Swan,  69. 
1  Story  Eq,  Jur.  353.  {d)  4  Beav,  379.,  and  6  Beav. 

(6)  1  Mad.  Ch.  Pr.  309.,  and      110. 
1  Siory  Eq.  Jur.  249. 
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1844.  assisting  her  uncle.  The  influence  proved  in  the  evi- 
dence is  wholly  influence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff's 
aunt,  and  not  of  her  uncle.  The  circumstances  appear 
to  have  been  fully  explained,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  per- 
fectly aware  of  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  of  the 
liability  she  was  about  to  incur.  If  this  be  not  sufficient, 
no  transaction  between  a  parent  and  child,  by  which  the 
former  was  benefited  by  the  latter,  could  stand.  The 
conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  who  seeks  to  raise  an  equity 
against  Defendants,  who  have  bonajide  advanced  their 
money  on  her  security,  must  be  regarded.  She  induced 
the  Bank  to  trust  her  uncle ;  years  have  elapsed,  and 
after  all  the  allied  influence  has  ceased,  she  has  per- 
mitted the  Bank  to  continue  their  dealings  with  and 
to  make  advances  to  her  uncle,  without  making  any 
complaint  or  challenging  the  validity  of  her  securi^ 
until  he  became  insolvent  This  course  of  acquiescence 
deprives  her  of  the  right  (if  she  ever  had  any)  of  un- 
doing  this  transaction. 

The  security  was  a  continuing  security,  and  there- 
fore the  subsequent  payments  by  Daniel  to  the  Banken 
are  not  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the  note.  Pease 
V.  Hirst  {a)  The  placing  the  note  to  the  credit  of 
DanieFs  account  in  no  way  altered  the  situation  or  lia- 
bility of  the  surety.  The  Plaintiffs  are  not  therefore 
discharged. 

Mr.  Glasse,  for  the  Defendant  DanieL 

Mr.  Kinderslej/f  in  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  cannot  be  any  doubt,  in  this  case,  that  Mr. 

Daniel  was,  in  respect  of  Miss  Kendray^  standing  in  loco 

parentis. 
(a)  10  B.  ^  Cr.  122 
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parentis.  Being  desirous  of  over-drawing  his  account  184t4. 
at  his  bankers,  he  proposed  as  his  surety  his  niece,  a 
young  lady  living  under  his  protection,  as  a  child  lives 
under  the  protection  of  a  parent,  who  had  just  attained 
her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  had  just  then  been 
put  into  possession  of  her  property.  It  is  fully  proved, 
in  the  cause,  that  Mr*  HauxweU  was  well  acquainted 
with  the  relative  situation  of  Mr.  Daniel  and  this  young 
lady :  he  was  in  the  habit  of  associating  with  them ;  he 
says  he  was  not  intimate  with  them ;  but  there  are  wit- 
nesses who  prove  that  he  had  associated  with  Mr. 
Darnel,  and  also  with  this  young  lady,  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  young  lady  were  perfectly  well  known 
to  him. 

A  communication  was  to  be  made  on  the  subject 
between  the  uncle  and  niece  standing  in  this  situation ; 
the  result,  as  was  expected,  was,  that  she  consented  to 
become  security  for  her  uncle.  It  appears,  however, 
**  that  she  did  not  like  to  come  to  the  Bank,  from  a 
fear  of  causing  some  suspicion  that  she  was  going  to  be 
bound  for  her  uncle  to  the  Bank."  This  young  lady, 
being  asked  to  do  what  I  suppose  must  be  considered 
as  an  act  of  kindness  to  her  uncle,  was  afraid  that  it 
should  be  known  that  she  was  going  to  do  that  act  of 
kindness,  and,  therefore,  this  business  was  not  to  be  con- 
ducted in  the  ordinary  way ;  she  was  not  to  go  to  the 
Bank  for  the  purpose  of  signing  this  promissory  note, 
but  Mr.  Haurooell  was  to  visit  the  parties  in  order  that 
this  might  be  done  in  a  more  secret  manner.  She 
however  signed  the  note  in  the  manner  stated  by  Mr. 
HduarweU  in  his  evidence. 

The  first  point  made  in  this  case  is,  that  that  trans- 
action cannot  stand  at  all,  because  the  security  was  ob- 
tained through  the  influence  of  a  person  standing  in  loco 

Oo  ^  parentis  J 
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pareniiSf  from  the  object  of  his  protection  and  care,  and 
that  therefore  is  a  transaction  which  this  Coort  will  not 
support.  The  relation  between  the  parties  is  undoubted. 
She»  by  signing  this  promissory  note  for  the  benefit 
of  her  uncle  standing  in  loco  parentis^  without  any  con- 
sideration or  advantage  moving  towards  herself,  became 
subject  to  this  liability.  This  is  a  transaction,  which, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  this  Court  will  not  allow; 
and  really  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  thing  in 
this  case  to  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule  which  die 
Court  applies  in  other  cases  of  a  like  kind. 


Nobody  has  ever  asserted  that  there  cannot  be  a 
pecuniary  transaction  between  a  parent  and  child,  the 
child  being  of  age,  but  every  body  will  affirm  in  diis 
Court,  that  if  there  be  a  pecuniary  transaction  between 
parent  and  child,  just  after  the  child  attains  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  prior  to  what  may  be  called  a 
complete  ^^emancipation,"  without  any  benefit  movingto 
the  child,  the  presumption  is,  that  an  undue  influence 
has  been  exercised  to  procure  that  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  child,  and  that  it  is  the  business  and  the  duty  of  the 
party>  who  endeavours  to  maintain  such  a  transaction, 
to  shew,  that  that  presumption  is  adequately  rebutted; 
and  that  it  may  be  adequately  rebutted  is  perfectly  clear. 
This  Court  does  not  interfere  to  prevent  an  act  even  of 
bounty  between  parent  and  child,  but  it  will  take  care 
(under  the  circumstances  in  which  the  parent  and  child 
are  placed  before  the  emancipation  of  the  child)  tliat 
such  child  is  placed  in  such  a  position  as  will  enable 
him  to  form  an  entirely  free  and  unfettered  judgment, 
independent  altogether  of  any  sort  of  control. 


The  question  then  is,  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances  of  this  case,  we  have  any  evidence  of  that  kind. 
Mr.  Hauxwellf  representing  the  Bank,  knew  the  relative 

position 
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position  of  the  parties;  be  knew  that  the  object  was  to  1844. 
obtain  the  liability  of  the  child,  for  the  benefit  and  ac- 
commodation of  the  uncle ;  he  knew  they  were  living 
together  at  the  time.  He  went  and  assisted  the  uncle 
and  aunt)  both  of  whom  were  present  at  the  very  time* 
It  therefore  does  not  appear,  that  this  young  lady  was 
ever  severed  from  the  influence  which  the  uncle  and 
aunt  had  over  her,  so  as  to  enable  her  to  form  an  ade- 
quate, full,  and  independent  opinion  as  to  what  she  ought 
in  prudence  to  have  done.  I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that 
if  this  young  lady  had  her  trustees^  or  some  friend  or 
relation  of  the  family,  or  somebody  interested  in  her 
wel&re,  to  advise  and  consult  with,  in  the  absence  of 
the  uncle  and  aunt,  that  the  circumstance  of  her  situ- 
ation and  the  circumstance  of  the  uncle's  situation  might 
not  have  been  such,  that  this  Court  would  have  said 
that,  having  entered  into  this  liability,  she  should  be 
held  by  it.  It  might  have  been  so;  but  to  say  that 
Mr.  HauxweUj  the  agent  of  the  Bank,  a  person  with 
whom  the  uncle  was  dealing,  the  person  through  whom 
he  is  carrying  on  his  business  as  customer  of  the  Bank, 
by  explaining  to  an  inexperienced  young  woman  who 
had  just  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years  the  mean- 
ing of  this  note,  offered  any  thing  like  such  a  protec- 
tion as  would  secure  to  her  that  free  and  independent 
judgment  which  she  had  a  right  to  exercise,  seems  to 
me  to  go  far  beyond  any  thing  which  has  been  proved 
in  this  case. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me,  taking  this  transaction  as  it 
stands  upon  the  evidence  before  me,  that  it  can  be  sup- 
ported even  on  the  first  ground. 

I  think  also,  that  it  cannot  be  supported  on  the  second 
ground.    The  second  ground  is  this,  that  she  was  only 
security  for  a  floating  balance,  and  that,  instead  of  treat- 
ing 
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1844.       ing  her  as  a  surety  for  a  floatiDg  balance^  an  attempt 
was  made  to  make  her  a  debtor  for  the  whole  sum^ 
o.  without  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  the  account  npon 

Hudson.  ^hJch  that  balance  was  to  arise.  This  young  lady 
having  signed  this  joint  and  several  promissory  note  in 
January  1838,  married  Mr.  Archer  upon  the  ISth  of 
November  1841.  What  had  been  done  with  this  note  in 
the  meanwhile  ?  The  promissory  note  was  given  to  Mr. 
Hauxwellf  and  was  kept  among  the  securities  of  the 
Bank.  The  account,  as  between  the  Bank  and  Mr. 
Danielj  was  an  account  between  them  alone^  not  afiected 
in  any  way  by  this  transaction ;  sums  were  paid  in  and 
drawn  out,  and  the  note  was  dealt  with  as  in  the  ordinary 
mode  of  dealing  between  a  bank  and  a  customer,  where 
a  security  is  deposited  for  a  floating  balance.  Hie  pro- 
missory note  was  joint  and  several,  and  payable  upon 
demand ;  but  it  did  not,  on  the  face  of  it,  r^resent  the 
real  contract.  The  contract,  Mr.  Hauxwell  says,  was, 
that  it  should  be  a  security  for  what  the  Bank  wanted  of 
the  uncle  for  the  amount  due  upon  the  open  account 
That  was  the  contract,  though  it  does  not  appear  on 
the  promissory  note.  It  was  kept  among  the  securities 
of  the  banking  account,  and  according  to  the  statement 
made  by  Mr.  Hauxxoell^  if  there  was  a  balance  due  to 
the  Bank  from  Mr.  Daniel  on  that  account,  then  the 
promissory  note  was  to  be  a  guarantee  for  it. 

This  lady  was  married  on  tlie  13th  o(  November.  The 
marriage  comes  a  short  time  afterwards  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  agents  of  the  Bank.  They  had  an  agent  at  York^ 
a  Mr.  Wilkinson,  and  an  agent  at  TAirsk,  Mr.  HaweweU. 
What  communications  took  place  immediately  after  the 
marriage  we  do  not  know :  the  first  statement  which  we 
have  relating  to  it  is  in  the  letter  of  the  !26th  of  No- 
vember 1841,  in  which  Mr.  Wilkinson  directs  Hauaewdl 
to  make  this  "  a  tangible  security,**     They  probably 

were 
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were  under  some  mistake  about  the  effect  of  it;  but  I        1844. 
scarcely  know,  whether  what  they  did   was  through     ^^T*"^^"*^*^ 
mere  blunder  or  mistake  of  their  rights,  or  whether  it  v. 

was  not  an  attempt  to  place  themselves  in  a  different  Hudson. 
position  from  that  in  which  they  ought  to  have  been. 
We  find  that,  after  a  little  negotiation,  and  after  enquiry 
as  to  the  property  of  Mrs.  Archer^  Mn  Wilkinson  thinks 
fit,  on  the  8th  of  December  1841,  without  any  commu- 
nication with  Mr*  and  Mrs.  Archer,  to  give  this  direc- 
tion to  Mr*  Hauxwellj  *^  enter  the  5001.  promissory  note 
Daniel,  to  his  credit  in  the  ledger  and  debit  loans, 
Daniel  and  Kendray.  Do  the  same  in  Daniel's  pass- 
book, 50021  to  his  credit,  but  date  it  12th  of  November. 
You  can  then  continue  any  other  credits  as  usual.  My 
object  was  to  have  it  in  the  pass-book  before  Miss 
KJs  wedding,  which  was,  I  believe,  on  the  !20th  of  No^ 
vemberJ* 

Was  this  the  contract,  that  there  should  be  500/. 
placed  to  the  credit  of  Mr.  Daniel  upon  the  liability  of 
Miss  Kendray  ?  If  that  was  the  contract,  why  was  it 
not  done  at  the  first  ?  What  reason  or  pretence  could 
there  be  for  doing  it  on  the  9th  of  December  1841,  and 
dating  it  upon  the  12th  of  Novernber  ?  What  pretence 
could  there  be  for  doing  it  in  December  1841,  which  did 
not  exist  upon  the  2d  of  Jamrnry  1837?  Is  it  not  an 
attempt  to  put  this  matter  in  quite  a  different  situation 
from  what  it  was  before  ?  I  cannot  concur  in  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  situation  of  surety  is  in  no  way  altered 
by  it.  The  promissory  note,  as  I  said,  did  not  evidence 
the  contract ;  there  was  something  more  than  was  ex- 
pressed on  it.  The  contract,  according  to  the  statement 
of  Mr.  Haujcwell,  was,  that  the  promissory  note  should 
be  a  security  for  a  floating  balance.  Miss  Kendray  was 
answerable  for  a  floating  balance,  while  it  remained  as  a 
floating  balance,  and  for  no  more  was  she,  at  any  time, 

answerable 
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answerable  than  the  floating  balance  amounted  to.    But 
what  was  the  effect  of  entering  it  as  a  loan?    It  was  giv- 
ing an  immediate  credit  for  the  sum  of  500/«     The  con- 
sequence was,  that  they  had  an  immediate  demand  upon 
the  note,  for  Daniel  had  the  immediate  benefit  of  the 
sum  of  5OOL9  he  had  a  right  to  draw  for  it  all  at  onoe, 
and  having  credit  for  this  sum,  she,  all  at  once,  even 
without  his  drawing  on  it,  might  be  made  answerable 
for  this  note*     That  was  not  the  contract,  but  an  entire 
violation  of  it,  and  was  made  without  the  least  authority 
from,  and  without  any  communication  with,  the  Plain- 
tiffs. 


If,  therefore,  it  were  necessary  to  determine  that  ques- 
tion, I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  that 
species  of  conduct  vitiated  and  put  an  end  to  the  whole 
transaction,  and  released  the  surety  from  an  obligation 
which  was  made  quite  different  from  that  which  she 
had  been  induced  to  enter  into. 

Upon  both  of  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
promissory  note  cannot  stand,  and  there  must  be  a  de- 
cree for  the  Plaintiffs,  with  costs. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  tlie  18th  of  M^ 
1 846.  No  opinion  was  however  given  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  as  to 
the  release  of  the  surety. 
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HAWKINS  V.  WOODGATE.  J%i8. 

TN  1825,   the  Plaintiff  granted  an  annuity  of  365/.  The  grantee 

-■-  determinable  on  his  own  life,  and  to  which  Brad"  effected  a"'  ^ 

-ird  afterwards  became  entided.      This   annuity   the  policy  on  the 

Plaintiff  charged  on   certain  property,  and   he  cove-  grantor,  at  hit 

nanted  to  facilitate  the  grantee  in  effecting,  at  the  gran-  ^h"  ^2nioi^ 

tee's  expense,  policies  on  his  life,  and  to  pay  all  extra  had  a  power 

premiums    on   such    policies    to   the  extent  of  2500/.  on 'payment*" 

Policies  to  this  amount  were  accordingly  effected  by  pf  2500/.,  and 

the  grantee  in  the  Sun  and  Crown  offices.  vided,  that  in 

case  the 
grantor 
Subsequently,  in  the  same  year,  the  Plaintiff^  granted  should,  <<at 

an  annuity  of  442/.  to  Hall,  charged  on  the  same  pro-  mSdnTsuch 

perty.     Disputes  arose,  which  ended  in  a  suit  in  this  repurchase," 

Court,  pending  which,  the  trustees  accumulated  the  in-  JI.iting*eiect 

come  of  the  property  to  the  amount  of  4945/.,  and  the  ^^  take  the 
1ft.  policy,  the 

annuities  were  left  in  arrear.  grantee  would 

assign  to  him 
any  policy 
An  arrangement  was  come  to  between  the  parties,  '^ then  vested" 

and  a  deed,  dated  in  1839,  was  made  between  Bradford  ^^^^\^^^^^ 

(the  party  entitled  to  the  first  annuity)  of  the  first  part,  effected  in 

Hall  of  the  second  part,  the  Plaintiff"  of  the  third  part,  ^nukyt  bn^ 

and  the  trustees  of  the   fourth  part,  whereby   it   was  '^\^^^^^    . 
1       1  1  ,       1       11    .        ..  .,    /,  clared,  that  It 

agreed,    that   the   4945/.    should   be   divided   between  should  not  be 

Bradford  and  HaUj  and  that  the  trustees  should  hold  [h^^^'TorTo 

the  two  annuities  of  365L  and  442/.,  and  the  securities  keep  on  foot 

for  the  same  (which  were  assigned  to  them  by  an  in-  Tlie  pol^y* 

denture  of  even  date),  upon  trust  to  pay  an  annuity  of  became  va- 

Juable,  and 
215/.  the  grantor 
gave  the 

month's  notice  of  repurchase,  and  declared  his  election  to  take  the  policy.    Held, 

that  the  grantee  had  no  right  afterwards  to  surrender  the  policy  for  his  own  profit ; 

and,  semUe^  that  although  he  might  have  let  the  policy  drop,  yet  he  was  not,  at  any 

time,  entitled  to  surrender  it  for  his  own  profit. 
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1844.        215/.  a  year  to  Bradfbrdy  an  annuity  of  SOO/1  a  year  to 
hTwkins      ^^^ :   ^^^^  ^^  P*y  ^®  extra  premiums  payable  on 
V.  the  said  policies,  or  any  other  policies  effected  in  lieu 

thereof,  and  then  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  PlaintiiF  thereby  covenanted  to  attend  at  the  in- 
surance offices  to  enable  Bradford,  at  his  own  cost,  to 
keep  on  foot  or  renew  the  said  policies,  or  to  effect  and 
keep  on  foot  policies  in  lieu  thereof,  to  the  extent  of 
2500/. 

And  it  was  thereby  agreed,  that  in  case  the  Plaintiff 
should  be  desirous  to  repurchase  the  same  annuity,  and 
should  give  one  calendar  month's  notice  in  writing,  and 
pay  unto  Bradford  2500/.,  with  all  arrears  of  the  said 
annuity,  and  costs,  ^^  and  also  all  such  extraordinary  pre- 
miums, fees,  and  expenses,  as  Bradford,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  should  or  might  expend  or 
be  put  unto,  in  or  about  keeping  on  foot,  renewing,  or 
effecting  any  policy  or  policies  of  insurance  as  aforesaid, 
by  reason  of  the  Plaintiff  going  beyond  such  limits  as 
aforesaid,  and  which  should  not  have  been  paid  under 
the  trusts  of  the  indenture  now  in  statement;  and  also 
the   said  additional  gross  sum   of  450/.  thereinbefore 
directed  to  be  paid  to  Bradford,  his  executors,  admini- 
strators, or  assigns,  or  so  much  thereof  as  might  not 
have  been  paid  under  the  same  trusts,  then  and  in  that 
case,  Bradfordy  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
should  and  would  accept  and   take  the   said  sum  of 
2500/.,  as  and  in  full  for  the  price  or  consideration  of 
such  repurchase  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
215/.  thereby   granted  and   secured;    and   thereupon, 
the   said    annuity   or  yearly   sum    of   215/.   and    the 
several  trusts,  powers,  and  authorities  thereby  created 
and  declared,  so  far  as  regarded  the  payment  of  the 
same  annuity,  should,   respectively,   thenceforth  cease 
and  determine ;    and  in  case  the  Plaintiff  should,  at 

any 
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any  time,  repurchase  the  said  annuity  of  2152.  under        1844. 

the  proviso  thereinbefore  contained,  and  the  Plaintiff    ^t^^'^^^ 
1      11  ,...,.  ,  ,  ,  Hawkins 

should,    at    the   time   of  making  suck  repurchase^   by  v. 

notice  in  writing  to  Bradford^  his  executors,  adminis-  Woodgate. 
trators,  or  assigns,  elect  to  take  the  policy  or  policies 
thereinafter  mentioned,  but  not  otherwise,  he  Bradford 
should  and  would,  at  the  request  and  expense  of  the 
Plaintiff,  assign  and  make  over  any  policy  and  policies 
of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff  which  might 
be  then  vested  in  Bradfordy  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  and  which  might  have  been  effected  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  annuity  of  365/.,  or  the  said  annuity 
of  215/*,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  same 
policy  or  policies  respectively,  unto  the  Plaintiff,  his 
executors,  or  administrators." 

*<  Provided  nevertheless,  that  it  should  not  be,  in  any 
wise,  incumbent  on  Bradford  to  effect,  or  renew,  or  keep 
on  foot  any  such  policy  or  policies  as  aforesaid,  or  (at  any 
time  after  the  completion  of  such  repurchase  as  aforesaid 
without  such  election  being  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  as 
aforesaid)  to  assign  or  make  over  the  same  unto  the 
Plaintiff,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  as  aforesaid.*^ 

In  April  1844,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  De- 
fendants, who  were  the  representatives  of  Bradford^  that 
he  intended,  at  the  expiration  of  a  month,  to  repurchase 
the  annuity  of  215/.,  and  that  he  elected  to  take  the 
policies  and  would  take  an  assignment  thereof. 

The  policies  being  worth  744/.,  the  representatives 
of  Bradford  threatened  to  surrender  them  in  considera- 
tion of  that  sum.  The  Plaintiff,  thereupon,  filed  this 
bill  to  compel  the  Defendants,  on  payment  of  the  re- 
demption money,  to  assign  to  him  the  policies.  The 
repurchase  moneys  and  the  value  of  the  policies  were 

deposited^ 
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1844.        deposited,  and  it  was  arranged  that  the  opinion  of  the 
^^J^*^^""^^     Court  should  be  taken,  upon  bill  and  answer,  as  to  the 
V.  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect  of  the  policies. 

WOODGATB. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  and  Mr*  Bates^  for  the  Plaintiff,  con« 
tended,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  1839,  the  De- 
fendants were  precluded  from  defeating  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  policies,  by  a  surrender,  after  the  Plaintiff 
had  given  notice  to  repurchase  the  annuity,  and  had  de* 
clared  his  election  to  take  the  policies.  That  although 
die  Defendants  might  be  at  liberty  to  allow  the  policies 
to  drop,  still  they  could  not  surrender  them  for  their 
own  profit,  and  that  the  words  <^  at  the  time  of  making 
such  repurchase  "  meant  the  time  of  giving  notice. 

Mr.  Turner^  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  Defendants.  Under 
the  first  deed,  it  was  quite  at  the  option  of  the  grantee 
whether  he  would  insure  or  not,  but  if  he  did,  it  would 
be  at  his  own  expense,  and  the  policy  would  have  be- 
longed to  him  upon  the  repurchase  of  the  annuity. 
By  the  deed  of  1839,  the  Plaintiff  was  relieved  from  a 
portion  of  th&  annuity,  but  no  further  benefit  was  in- 
tended for  him  than  that  which  was  expressed  on  the 
face  of  the  deed  ;  that  deed  is  to  be  construed  favour- 
ably to  the  grantee,  who  was  voluntarily  giving  up  his 
right  to  a  portion  of  the  annuity. 

The  intention  of  the  parties  was  not  to  give  to  the 
Plaintiff  the  benefit  of  any  outlay  which  tlie  grantee 
might  make  for  his  own  security,  but  to  entitle  him 
only  to  any  policy  existing  at  the  time  of  the  actual 
repurchase,  and  which  would  thereupon  become  useless 
to  the  grantee;  this  would  be  a  convenience  to  the 
grantor,  as,  after  the  lapse  of  some  years  it  might  be- 
come difficult  to  effect  a  new  policy  on  an  old  life. 

Upon 
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Upon  the  construction  of  the  deed,  it  is  to  be  ob-        1844. 
served  that  the  clause  of  repurchase  is  dis-severed  from,     TT*"^^"*^*^ 

XxAWKIlCS 

and  independent  of  the  clause  as  to  the  policies :  there  v, 

is  an  express  proviso,  "  that  it  should  not  be,  in  ^ny    Woodgate. 
wise,  incumbent  on  Bradford^  to  keep  on  foot  any  such 
policy;''  he  might   therefore  have  desisted  from  in- 
suring, or  might  have  surrendered  the  policy,  at  any 
time  previous  to  the  actual  repurchase.     The  proviso 
isy   that  in  case  the   Plaintiff  should  repurchase  and 
should,    ^'at  the  time  of   making  such   repurchase,'' 
elect  to  take  the  policies,  then  Bradford  would  assign 
any  policy  which  might  be  then  (namely  at  the  time 
of  the  repurchase)  vested  in  Bradford.     So  that  those 
policies  only  were  intended,  which  might  be  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  actual  repurchase,  or  of  paying   the 
repui'chase  money,    and  there  was  nothing  to  prevent 
the  surrender  previous  to  that  time*      Mere  notice  was 
not  a  repurchase  or  payment.      It  created  no  obligation 
upon  the  Plaintiff  which  could  be  enforced ;  it  might 
not  have  been  fulfilled ;  and  by  successive  notices  from 
time  to  time,  the  Defendants  might  be  constituted  mere 
trustees  of  the  policy  for  the  Plaintiff. 

If  the  notice  created  a  new  obligation  on  the  Defend- 
ant, then,  who  was  to  pay  the  premiums  during  the 
month's  notice,  who  was  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  policy  if  it  fell  in  during  that  interval,  and  what 
security  was  there  to  the  Defendant  for  the  payment 
of  the  2500/.  repurchase  money,  if  that  event  had  hap- 
pened? 

The  policies  were  voluntarily  kept  up  by  the  grantee ; 
their  value  had  arisen  from  an  excess  of  annual  outlay 
made  by  him  out  of  his  own  monies.  If  the  policies 
had  been  in  the  Equitable^  they  might  have  exceeded 
the  whole  redemption  money ;  and  it  never  could  have 

Vol.  VII.  Pp  been 
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1844.  been  intended  that  the  benefit  of  such  polides,  which 

^J^'V*^*'  the  grantee  was  not  bound  to  keep  up,  should  bdong  to 

9.  the  grantee  of  the  annuity  who  contributed  nothing  to- 

WooDGATE.  wards  them. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply), 
said,  I  cannot  think  there  is  any  doubt  in  this  case. 

A  deed  of  arrangement  seems  to  have  been  entered 
into  between  the  parties,  whereby  an  annuity  was  to  be 
paid  to  Bradfijrd.  The  Plaintiff  was  to  afibrd  certain 
facilities  for  effecting  and  continuing  the  policies  then 
already  effected  on  his  life.  The  premiums  under  ordi- 
nary circumstances  were  to  be  paid  by  Bradfordy  but 
if  any  extra  premiums  became  payable  in  conse- 
quence of  Hawkins  going  out  of  the  country,  they  were 
to  be  paid  by  him.  There  was  to  be  no  obligation  on 
Bradford  to  keep  up  the  policies,  and  then  there  was 
the  clause  for  redemption  which  has  been  so  frequently 
adverted  to  during  the  argument. 

Firsts  it  must  be  admitted,  that  the  Defendants,  who 
represent  Bradfordy  were  under  no  obligation  what- 
ever to  make  any  payment  for  keeping  up  the  policies; 
next,  it  must  be  admitted,  that  Hawkins  had  a  prospec- 
tive interest  in  the  policies,  because  if  they  were  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  repurchase,  he  was  entitled 
to  have  an  assignment  of  them  for  his  benefit. 

The  Plaintiff,  being  desirous  of  repurchasing,  gave 
notice  of  his  intention  and  of  his  election  to  take  the 
policies.  That  notice  did  not  alter  the  contract  between 
the  parties ;  it  did  not  impose  on  the  Defendants  the 
obligation  of  making  any  further  payments  for  keeping 
up  the  policies,  but  it  did  this :  it  expressed  the  Plain- 
tiff's election  to  take  the  policies  of  insurance.  The  De- 
fendants, 
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fendants,  who,  it  is  admitted,  were  not  bound  to  make  any        1 84>4. 
further  payments  for  keeping  up  the  policies,  say,  that     ^^'^^ 
notwithstanding  the  prospective  interest  which  the  Plain-  v. 

tiff  had,  to  have  the  policies  assigned  to  him,  they  have    Woo»«ate. 
a  right  to  defeat  that  prospective  interest,  by  surrender- 
ing the  policies,  and  have  also  a  right  to  receive  a  sum 
of  744fZ.,  in  addition  to  the  2500/.  which  Bradford  had 
agreed  to  accept  as  the  consideration  for  the  repurchase. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  see,  upon  what  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  this  could  be 
done.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  Defendants 
had,  at  any  time,  a  right  to  surrender  the  policies  for  a 
profit  to  themselves.  They  had  a  right  to  decline  to 
keep  them  up,  but  that  right  is  a  very  different  thing 
from  a  right  to  defeat,  altogether,  the  prospective  right 
of  the  Plaintiff  by  an  act  done  for  their  own  profit. 

The  rights  of  the  parties  were  not  altered  by  the  no- 
tice, except  that  the  notice  formed  part  of  the  transaction 
of  repurchase,  for  there  could  not  be  a  repurchase 
without  notice.  It  was  after  the  transaction  of  repur- 
chase had  commenced,  that  the  Defendants  claimed  the 
right  to  surrender  the  policies,  and  put  the  value  in  their 
pocket.  According  to  the  Defendants'  construction,  the 
Plaintiff  might  have  entered  into  arrangements  for  ef- 
fecting the  repurchase  of  the  annuity,  the  instruments 
might  have  been  all  prepared,  and  at  the  very  hour  the 
parties  had  assembled  to  complete,  they  might  have 
been  told  by  the  Defendants,  "  we  have  just  surrendered 
the  policies  for  our  own  benefit'* 

Admitting  the  Defendants  to  have  been  under  no 

obligation  to  keep  up  the  policies,  I  think  they  had  not, 

before  the  notice,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  they 

had  not  after  the  notice,  any  right  by  their  own  volun- 

Pp  2  tary 
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Hawkins 

WOODGATE. 


tary  act  to  surrender  the  policies  for  their  own  profit,  and 
tlius  to  defeat  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  make  it 
impossible  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect 

Thinking  that  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  of 
the  Plaintiff's  right  to  the  policies,  there  must  be  a  de- 
claration of  the  Plaintiff's  right,  and  the  Defendants 
must  pay  tlie  costs  of  the  suit* 


June  12. 
August  3, 

Letters  writ- 
ten by  a  De- 
fendantj  after 
the  institution 
of  the  suit,  to 
an  unprofes- 
sional agent 
abroad,  ^  con- 
fidentially and 
in  reference 
to  the  defence 
of  the  Defend- 
ant to  this 
suit."     Held, 
not  privileged. 


KERR  V.  GILLESPIE. 

^I^HIS  was  a  motion  for  the  production  of  documents, 
-*-  admitted,  by  the  Defendant's  answer,  to  be  in  his 
possession.  The  Defendant,  by  his  answer  stated,  that 
the  letters  appearing  in  the  first  part  of  the  second 
schedule  to  be  written  by  Samuel  Street  and  TTiomas  C, 
Streety  the  agents  of  the  Defendant,  or  either  of  them, 
to  the  Defendant,  and  to  be  written  by  the  Defendant  to 
Samuel  Street  and  Thomas  C.  Street,  or  either  of  them ; 
also  the  letters  appearing  to  be  written  by  the  Defendant 
to  his  solicitors,  and  by  the  solicitors  to  the  Defend- 
ant, were  all  of  them  so  written,  confidentially  and  in 
the  way  of  business,  and  in  reference  to  the  defence  of 
the  Defendant  to  this  suit.  And  the  Defendant  sub* 
mitted  that  he  was  not  bound  to  produce  the  same. 


Messrs.  Street  were  the  agents  in  Canada  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  were  merchants,  and  not  professional  men. 
The  correspondence  was  all  subsequent  to  the  filing  of 
the  bill. 


Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Refers,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
insisted  on  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  have  a  production  of 

this 
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this  correspondence,  which,  they  argued,  did  not  come        1844. 
within  the  rule  of  professional  privilege,  Messrs.  Street 
being  neither  the  professional  advisers  of  the  Defend- 
ant (a),  nor,  as  in  Bunbury  v.  Bunbtiry  (&),  the  medium 
of  communication  between  the  solicitor  and  his  client 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Gordon,  cotitrdy  argued  that 
the  Defendant  was  not  bound  to  produce  the  cor* 
respondence,  first,  because  it  had  taken  place  subse- 
cjuent  to  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  and,  secondly,  because  it 
had  ^'  reference  to  the  defence  of  this  suit,"  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  see  the  Defendant's  evi- 
dence, (c) 

Tfie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  reserve  the 
point  until  he  had  decided  the  case  of  FligJU  v.  Robins 
son.  {d) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (^)  held  that  the  corre-  Augmiz. 
spondencc  was  not  privileged,  as  the  answer  did  not 
state  that  it  had  passed  between  the  solicitor  and  client, 
or  any  other  grounds  which  could  relieve  the  Defendant 
from  the  obligation  of  producing  it.  He  therefore  or- 
dered the  production. 

(a)   Sre    Madcn  v.    Vccvcrs,  <^  Jer.nS.;  fnr&iigv,  Pcrring, 

ante,  489.  2  Mi/.  4"  A'«  530. 

(A)  2  Beavan,  173.  (</)  Sec  posi, 

(c)  Sec  Preston  v.  Carr,  1  Y,  {c)  Ex  rctatitme. 
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June  2S. 


LAWRENCE  v.  KEMPSON. 


A.  B.  and  the 
other  coiii« 
mittee  men  of 
a  public  com- 
pany mort- 
gaged the 
company's 
estate,  and 
covenanted 
personally  to 
ray  the  money. 
jTfaey  after- 
wards entered 
into  a  per- 
sonal  obliga- 
tion, by  bond, 
for  another 
debt    A.  B. 
died,  having 
certain  shares 
vested  in  him 
as  trustee  to 
the  company. 
By  the  oecree, 
the  shares 
were  ordered 
to  be  sold,  and 
the  produce 
appued  in  pay- 
ment of  the 
debts  of  the 
company,  for 
which  the 
estate  of  i4.J9. 
was  liable. 
Held,  that 
the  repre- 
sentatives of 
J.  ^.  had  a 
right  to  have 
toe  fund  ap- 
plied in  pay. 
meat  of  the 
booddebLin 
piiorityofthe 
nortgage  debt* 


TN  September  1822,.  Peter  Kempson  (since  deceased) 
and  eleTen  other  persons,  who  then  constituted  the 
committee  of  the  *^  Birmngham  Coal  Company,"  mort^ 
gaged  certain  property  belonging  to  the  company  to 
Mr.  Insole  for  7000/.,  which  sum  they  personally  cove- 
nanted to  pay. 

In  October  1822,  Peter  Kempson  and  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  became  bound,  by  bond,  to  Mr. 
Mather  for  payment  of  4000/L 

By  the  decree  in  this  cause,  it  was  declared,  that  cer- 
tain gas  shares,  which  stood  in  the  name  of  Peter  Kemp- 
son^  deceased,  had  been  purchased  by  him  as  a  trustee 
for  the  above  company,  and  that  such  shares  ought  to 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  towards  payment  of 
the  debts  and  obligations  due  from  the  said  company,  for 
which  the  estate  of  the  said  Peter  Kempson  was  liable. 

The  Master  was  directed  to  ascertain,  for  what  debts 
and  obligations,  due  from  the  Birmingham  Coal  Com- 
pany, and  to  whom  and  on  what  securities,  the  estate 
of  the  said  testator  Peter  Kempson  was  liable. 

The  Master  found  that  the  estate  of  Peter  Kempson 
was  liable,  in  conjunction  with  the  other  parties,  to  the 
aboTe  debts. 


The  shares  were  sold  for  4000/.  and  upwards. 


The 
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The  mortgaged  estate  of  the  coropany  was  said  to  be 
sufficient  to  provide  for  the  mortgage  on  it,  and  the 
question  was,  to  which  of  the  incumbrances  the  produce 
of  the  gas  shares  ought  to  be  applied. 

Mr.  Turnery  for  the  Plaintiff.  Mr.  Kempson  and  the 
other  parties  interested  in  the  coropany  entered  into  two 
joint  securities.  There  is  no  equity,  giving  to  the  re- 
presentatives of  Kempson  the  right  of  selecting  to  which 
of  the  particular  debts  the  produce  of  the  gas  shares 
ought  to  be  applied. 

Mr.  Lctoati  contrd. 

The  decree  declares  that  Kempson  was  a  trustee  of 
the  gas  shares,  and  that  they  ought  to  be  sold  and  ap- 
plied in  discharge  of  the  debts  of  the  company  for  which 
Kempson  was  liable.  The  intention  was  to  indemnify 
KempsovCs  estate;  but  if  this  fund  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage,  the  company's  estate  will  be 
relieved,  and  KempsorCs  estate  still  remain  liable  to  the 
bond  debt.  That  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Court. 
The  estate  will  provide  for  payment  of  the  mortgage, 
and  the  fund  ought,  therefore,  to  be  applied  in  dis- 
charge of  the  bond  debt. 

Mr.  Turnery  in  reply. 

The  representatives  of  Kempsofi  are  not  the  only 
parties  interested  in  this  question,  the  other  eleven,  who 
are  represented  by  the  Plaintiff,  have  a  right  to  a  voice 
in  the  application  of  the  money. 

The  covenant  is  joint,  and  the  bond  is  joint  and 
several,  so  that  the  executors  are  only  liable  on  the 
bond. 
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1844.  Tie  Master  (^the  Rolls. 

Lawrence  ^  cannot  think  that  the  representatives  of  Kempson 
are  in  the  same  situation  as  they  might  have  been  in 
previous  to  the  decree.  By  the  decree  he  is  declared 
to  have  been  a  trustee  of  the  shares,  which  were  directed 
to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  was  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  obligations  of  the  company  for 
which  the  estate  of  Kempson  was  liable.  A  benefit  was 
therel)y  intended  for  the  representatives.  The  object 
of  the  Court  was  to  indemnify  the  estate  of  Kempson, 
and  that  must  be  done  effectually.  The  Plaintiff  de- 
sires to  apply  this  money  in  satisfaction  of  die  debt  in 
respect  of  which  his  estate  is  safe,  and  not  in  respect  of 
that  debt  to  which  it  is  exposed  to  a  greater  hazard. 
Une  cannot  well  see  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  decree. 

It  is  said  that  Kempson  was  an  original  debtor,  and 
that  the  decree  directing  the  fund  to  be  applied  in  satis- 
faction of  these  debts  does  not  specify  any  priority,  and 
that  it  ought  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  that  debt 
which  the  majority  of  the  obligors  select ;  but  it  appears 
that  Kempson  stood  in  the  situation  of  a  trustee  for  the 
company,  and  a  peculiar  protection  was  given  to  his 
estate  by  the  decree,  which,  whether  right  or  wrong, 
cannot  now  be  varied.  I  think  that  the  fund  ought  to 
be  applied,  first,  in  payment  of  the  l)ond  debt,  and 
then  that  the  residue  should  go  in  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage. 
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1846. 

WHEATLEY  v.  WHEATLEY.  (a)  jan.  12.  25. 

IN  this  case,  replication  had  been  filed  on  the  1st  of  The  rcplica- 
»      ,    .  .         1  I  .-111  tion  mention- 

November  IS^^,  and  a  subpcena  to  rejoin  had  been  ed  in  the  111th 

served  on  the  28th  of  May  1845 ;  so  that  the  cause  was  ^^^^^  ^^"55*^ 

1       ^    1  /•   n^  •  Orders  of  Jffl^ 

at  issue  before  the  Orders  of  May  1845   came  into   1845,  means  u 

operaUon.     (28th  Orfo6«- 1845.)  SSi!" 

rected  in  the 

.    No  further  step  havmg  been  taken  in  the  cause,  o«leK,and 

therefore,  in  a 
Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Sleere^  for  the   Defendant,  where  a  sub^^' 

moved  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.    They  I^"*  '^  "^^Jo*" 

has  been 
argued,  that  under  the  111th  Order  of  May  1845  (&),  served  prior  to 

publication  "  passed  without  rule  or  order,  at  the  ex-  ^^^?  Orders 
r  f  '  commg  into 

piration  of  two  months,  after  the  filing  of  the  replica-  operation :  — 
lion"  (IstofiSToz;.  1844.)     That  consequently  the  De-   jiaSoJ^d' 
fendant  was  entitled  to  dismiss,  under  the  114th  Order,  not  pass,  un- 
article  4  (c),  whereby  such  a  motion  may  be  made,  if  the  order, «  with- 
PlaintiflF "  does  not  set  down  the  cause  to  be  heard,  and  ©"' "*^e  or  or- 

,     .         J  ,  1.1  .  , .     ^^*" "  ""'^  ^^»' 

obtain  and  serve  a  subpcena  to  hear  judgment,  within  a  special  order 

four  weeks  after  publication  has  passed."  was  necessary. 

^  ^  Upon  a  mo. 

tion  to  dismiss, 

That  as  these  Orders  had  been  promulgated  so  long  circumstances 

back  as  May  1845,  and   did  not  come  into  operation  the  court  will 

until  the  28th  of  October  ((/),   the  Plaintiff  could  not  cause  be 

therefore  have  been  taken  by  surprise.  Hhewn),  order 

■^         '  that  pubhca- 

Mr.   tion  do  then 
pass. 
Where,  prior  to  the  Orders  of  1845,  a  replication  only,  in  the  old  form,  has  been 
filed,  a  reniication  in  the  new  form  mentioned  in  Order  i)5.  may  be  regularly 
filed,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  cause  at  issue,  but  tecut,  where  a  tubjicena  to 
rejoin  has  been  served  prior  to  these  new  Orders. 

(a)  For    the  convenience  of  (b)  Ord.  Can,  S29. 

the  profession,  this  and  the  nine  (c)  Ord,  Can,  330, 

following  practice  cases  are  pub-  {d)  3rd  Order,  Ord,  Can,  275. 
lishcd  out  of  their  regulor  order. 
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184<5.  Mr.  Jame^  Anderson^  conirh.    This  motion  is  irregular 

on  two  grounds.  Virsl^  Time  could  only  run,  under 
these  Orders  of  1845,  from  the  day  on  which  they  came 
into  operation  (28th  Oct^.,  consequently,  if  publication 
could  pass  in  this  case  by  the  operation  of  the  111th 
Order,  it  passed  on  the  23d  of  December  1845,  and  the 
Plaintiff,  under  the  1 14th  Order,  article  4.,  has  four  weds 
to  set  down  his  cause.  This  period,  excluding  the 
Christmas  vacation,  will  not  expire  until  Fdnruary  next. 
The  Defendant,  therefore,  is  premature  in  his  motion. 

Secondly.  The  new  rules  do  not  apply  to  this  case. 
The  replication  referred  to  in  the  111th  Order  means 
replication  in  the  particular  form  mentioned  in  the 
9dd  Order  (a),  by  which  a  Plaintiff  <<  joins  issue  with 
the  Defendant ; "  and  such  seems  to  have  been  the 
opinion  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  in  Lcvell  v. 
BUw{b). 

Mr.  Kinderdey  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment 


Jan.  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Replication  having  been  filed  on  the  1st  oiNaoembcr 
1844,  and  a  subpcena  to  rejoin  having  been  served  on 
the  28th  of  May  1845,  and  no  further  step  having  been 
taken  in  the  cause,  the  Defendant  now  moves  to  dismiss 
the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.  T  am  of  opinion  that 
the  motion  cannot  be  now  granted. 

The 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  319.  (b)  13  Simont^  492. 
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The  replication  mentioned  in  the  1 1 1th  Order  is  a  re-  1846. 
plication  in  the  form  directed  in  the  93rd  Order,  and  no 
such  replication  having  been  filed,  publication  does  not 
pass  without  rule  or  order.  Consequentiy,  publication 
has  not  passed  in  this  cause,  and  the  4th  article  of  the 
114th  Order  does  not  entitie  the  Defendant  to  move  to 
dismiss. 

Moreover,  the  office  and  efifect  of  a  replication  in  the 
new  form  is,  to  put  the  cause  completely  at  issue ;  it  is 
required  and  may  regularly  be  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  cause  at  issue,  in  cases  where  replications 
only  have  been  filed  in  the  old  form,  before  the  28th  of 
October  1845  (a).  In  those  cases,  it  is  required  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  that  which  is  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  putting  the  cause  at  issue,  but  which  can  no  longer 
be  done  by  service  of  a  subpoena  to  rgoin,  which,  under 
the  93rd  Order  (6),  is  not  to  be  issued. 

But  where  the  subpcena  to  rejoin  has  issued  and  been 
served  before  the  28th  of  October  1845,  replication  in 
the  new  form  has  no  office  to  perform,  and  is  not  to 
be  filed. 

In  this  case,  the  cause  is  completely  at  issue,  and  the 
next  thing  to  do  is  to  pass  publication,  which  I  think 
ought  to  be  by  order ;  and  unless  some  reason  can  be 
given  why  publication  should  not  now  pass,  or  any  rea- 
sonable objection  is  made,  I  think  that  upon  this  appli- 
cation, I  may  order  that  publication  do  now  pass. 

After  the  proper  time,  the  Defendant,  if  it  should  be 
necessary,  may  renew  his  motion  to  dismiss. 


{a)  Spencer  v.  AUen^  4  Hare^         {b)  Ord.  Can.  319. 
455. 
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Jan,  23.  BIDDULPH  V.  Lord  CAMOYS. 

ScrviceabroacI  HH WO  of  the  Defendants,  Edxcard  Henri/  Darell  and 
to  appear  and  wife,  were  resident  in  Belgium.    The  husband  was 

answer  direct-  ^p  unsound  mind,  though  not  so  found  by  inquisition. 
33rd  Drdcr  of 

Maif  1845,  ^p^  jr  ^^  Q^^  moved,  under  the  33rd  General  Or- 
upoD  a  De- 
fendant of  un-  der  of  May  1845  (a),  for  liberty  to  serve  these  Defend- 

•^""^  found     ^"'^  ^'^^  *  subpcena  to  appear  and  answer, 
by  inquisition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  consider 
whether  this  could  be  done  under  the  Order  referred  to. 


Jan.  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Two  of  the  Defendants,  husband  and  his  wife,  are 
resident  in  Belgium^  and  a  motion  is  made,  under  the 
first  article  of  the  3Srd  Order  of  8th  May  1845,  for 
leave  to  serve  them  with  a  stibpceiia  to  appear  and  answer. 
Tlie  evidence  of  residence  abroad  is  sufficient  to  support 
the  application. 

Hut  it  appears,  that  the  husband  is  of  unsound  mind, 
though  not  so  found  by  inquisition,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  a  subpcena  ought  to  be  issued  in  such  a  case. 
As  nothing  can  be  done  upon  the  service  without  the 
leave  of  the  Court,  I  think  that  tlie  motion  ought  to  be 
granted.  The  order  which  is  asked  will  only  have  the 
effect  of  placing  the  Defendant  in  the  position,  in  which 
other  Defendants,  in  the  same  circumstances,  but  resi- 
dent within  the  jurisdiction,  are  placed  without  special 
order. 

Care 

(a)  Ord*  Can,  297. 


Lord  Camoys. 
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Care  should  however  be  taken^  that  no  application  is        1846. 
made  to  enter  an  appearance,  under  the  fourth  article  of     ^"^^^"^ 

'^^  '  BlDDILPH 

Order  SS.,  unless  the  Defendant  should  have  recovered  v. 

at  the  time  when  the  subpcena  is  served.  And  I  think, 
that  in  this  case,  that  object  may  be  sufficiently  secured, 
by  requiring  the  Plaintiff  to  undertake,  that  he  will  not 
apply  for  an  order  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  De- 
fendant, without  producing  the  affidavits  which  have  been 
read  on  this  occasion. 


FIESKE  V.  BULLER.  iJ^.\ 

IV/TR.  GLASSE  applied,  under  the  33rd  Order  of  Upon  an  ap- 

-^■^  May  1845  (tf),    for   liberty  to   serve   a  subpcena  ^Jl^eJ^J^ 

abroad.     The  affidavit  in   support  of  the  application  poena  abroad, 

shewed  merely,   that  the  Defendant,  on    the   17th  of  Order  of  Afuy 

September  last,  was  resident  at  Calais  in  France^  and   1845,  an  affi- 

davit  nierelv 
that  It  was  probable  he  was  still  there ;  but  no  further  shewing  the 

information  was  furnished  as   to  his  subsequent  resi-  P^ceof 

^  residence 

dence.  abroad  of  the 

Defendant 
seven  weeks 
TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  there  appeared  to  previous  is  in- 

have  been  no  communication  with  the  Defendant  during 

the  last  seven  weeks,  and  he  therefore  thought,  that  the 

affidavit  was  not  sufficient  to  shew  the  present  residence 

of  the  Defendant     That  the  motion  might  however 

stand  over  to  supply  the  defect. 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  S97. 
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Nov.  3.  BROWN  V.  STANTON. 

Liberty  being    ]|/fR.  ^iMP/tt^ 7T  applied,  under  the  33rd  Order 
given  under        Iwi      ^  ,-.  /  v     i      i.t  » 

the  33rd  Order  of  May  184-5  (a),  for  liberty  to  serve  a  subpoena 

o^May  1845,   „p^„  ^^  Defendant  in  Ireland. 

to  serve  a  «tto-      ^ 

/MFna  in  /re-  i  i         • 

^</,  the  The  a£Sdavit  in  support  of  the  motion  stated  posi- 

SSKd"*  tively,  upon  the  belief  of  the  deponent,  that  the  Defend- 

article  were      ant  was  now  in  or  near  Limerick. 
ten  days  to 

wTO^topTead,       ^^  ^^^®^  ^^^  ^^  Court  would  limit,  under  Article  % 

answer,  or         the  time  "  after  service  of  subposna  within  which  such 

demurring         Defendant  was  to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,"  and  he  also 

alone,  but  no    asked  that  a  time  miffht  be  limited  for  demurring:  alone, 
order  was  °  ^ 

made  as  to  the 
time  for  de-  The  Master  of  the  RoLLs  said  that  the  Defendant 

murring  alone,  ought  to  have  ten  days  after  the  service  of  the  subpcma 
to  appear,  and  six  weeks  after  appearance  to  plead,  an- 
swer, or  demur,  not  demurring  alone ;  but  he  said  it 
was  not  necessary  to  fix  any  time  for  demurring  alone, 
which  would  be  twelve  days  (6),  according  to  the  usual 
practice. 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  297.  (A)  16th  Order  of  May  1S45, 

Art.  10.    Ord.  Can.  SSO. 


Note.  —  In  Preston  v.  Dickinson,  Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce,  on  the 
application  of  Mr.  Headlam,  gave  liberty  to  serve  the  Defendant 
within  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Baden,  and  limited  the  time  for  appear- 
ance, and  for  pleading,  answering,  and  demurring,  not  'demurring 
ulone.  In  drawing  up  the  order,  a  question  arose,  whether  the  fol- 
lowing paragraph  should  be  inserted,  "  But  in  case  the  said  Defend- 
ant should  be  advised  to  demur  alone,  he  is  to  do  so  within  twelve 
days  after  such  appearance,"  and  also  whether  the  form  o£  subpoena 
mentioned  in  the  orders  of  May  1845  ought  to  be  varied  in  con- 
formity, under  the  24th  Order  of  May  1845.  (a)  The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor was  applied  to,  and  a  communication  was  had  with  the  Master 
of 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  99J. 
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of  the  Rolls,  who  expressed  himself  as  follows : — **  The  order  as         1845. 
originally  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Xnight  Bruce  is  perfectly 
correct,  and  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  specify  a  limited  time  for  de- 
murring alone,  or  to  make  any  alteration  in  the  form  of  the  subpoena, 
under  the  authority  given  by  Order  24." 

The  order  and  subpoena  were  thereupon  directed  to  be  prepared 
in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 


MOORE  V.  PLATEL.  Nov.  is. 

|UrR.  TURNER  moved,  under  the  32nd  Order  of  On  on  ap- 

-*""■*•  Mai/  1845(a),   for  an  order  appointing  one  of  appoint"a  wli- 

the  solicitors  of  the  Court  guardian  ad  litem  of  a  De-  "^  guardian 

fendant  of  unsound  mind,  not  so  found  by  inquisition.      Defendant  of 

unsound  mind. 

It  was  stated,  that  the  Defendant  had,  for  some  time,  "*^'.^  f?."?^ 

by  inquisition, 

been  resident  with  a  Mr.  Snow,  and  that  application  had  thei  court  re- 
been  made  to  the  solicitors  of  the  other  Defendants  to  ^"|[^tUfi^ 

undertake  his  defence,  but  that  they  had  refused.  that  no  re- 

lative would 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Tet^^""  '^' 

The  object  of  the  Court  is  to  see  how  this  Defendant 
may  be  best  protected.  You  have  only  applied  to  the 
solicitor  of  the  other  Defendants,  who  has  refused ;  but 
it  is  not  stated  whether  any  application  has  been  made 
to  the  relatives,  or  whether  they  will  undertake  the  pro- 
tection of  this  Defendant's  interests.  If  they  will  not,  I 
shall  appoint  Mr.  Johnson,  the  solicitor  of  the  suitors' 
fund,  to  be  guardian ;  but  I  do  not  wish  to  do  so  until 
I  am  satisfied  that  no  natural  protector  will  undertake 
his  defence. 

The  matter  had  better  stand  over  for  a  further  affidavit, 
(a)  Ord,  Can.  296. 


Note. — See  Needham  v.  SnUth^  6Beawin^  130.»  note  <i.  and  Mac' 
keverakin  v.  Cort,  7  Beavan^  347. 
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Nov.  25.  HUGHES  V.  THOMAS. 


nnHIS  was  an  injunction  case.    The  Plaintiff  obtained 
•*■    the  common  injunction  for  want  of  answer,  which, 


Exceptions 

were  shewn  as     __      ,.  -   -        .- 

cause  on  the  ^*^^  common  mjunction 

day  they  were   however,  was  afterwards  filed, 
filed.    Held 
that  they 

SSS-"^         On  the  20th  of  November,   the   Plaintiff  excepted 
ttanter^  not-      thereto  for  insufficiency,  and  on  the  same  day,  upon  a 
the*i*^h  olSer  "potion  before  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bnice  to  dissolve 
of  May  IS4S,    the  injunction,  the  exceptions  were  shewn  as  cause.    It 
was  then  proposed  to  refer  the  exceptions  insianter; 
but  a  question  arose  whetlier  this  could  be  done,  since 
the  16th  General  Order  of  May  1845,  Art.  25.  which 
prohibits  the  Plaintiff  referring  exceptions  for  insuffi- 
ciency until  the  expiration  of  eight  days  from  the  filing 
of  such  exceptions,  {a) 

The  senior  Registrar,  by  the  direction  of  his  Honour 
the  Vice-Cbancellor  Knight  BmcCy  applied  to  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  (i) 

The  Master  o/*  the  Rolls  expressed  the  following 
opinion. 

^'  The  Plaintiff  having  filed  exceptions  for  insuffi- 
ciency is  not  without  special  leave  to  procure  an  order 
to  refer  them  within  eight  days.  Order  16.  Art. 
25.  {a) 

«  But 

(a)  1 6th  Order  of  May  1845,  (/>)  2  C%.  'iS*). 

Art.  25.,  and  see  Articles  26.  and 
23.     Ord,  Can.  284,  285. 
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Care  should  however  be  taken,  that  no  application  is  1846. 
made  to  enter  an  appearance,  under  the  fourth  article  of 
Order  33.,  unless  the  Defendant  should  have  recovered 
at  the  time  when  the  subpcena  is  served.  And  I  think,  ^ordCAMovs. 
that  in  this  case,  that  object  may  be  sufficiently  secured, 
by  requiring  the  PlaintiflT  to  undertake,  that  he  will  not 
apply  for  an  order  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  De- 
fendant, without  producing  the  affidavits  which  have  been 
read  on  this  occasion. 


FIESKE  V.  BULLER.  n^%. 

T^/TR.  GLASSE  applied,  under  the  33rd  Order  of  Upon  an  ap- 

^^  May  1845  (fl),    for   liberty  to   serve  a  subpcena  ^^^'^^IX 

abroad.     The  affidavit  in   support  of  tlie  application  pcena  abroad, 

shewed  merely,   that  the  Defendant,  on   the   17th  of  Order  of  Af^v 

September  last,  was  resident  at  Calais  in  France^  and   18<5,  an  affi- 

that  it  was  probable  he  was  still  there;  but  no  further  shewing  the 

information  was  furnished  as   to  his  subsequent  resi-  P^ceof 

^  residence 

dence.  abroad  of  the 

Defendant 
seven  weeks 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  there  appeared  to  previous  is  in- 

have  been  no  communication  with  the  Defendant  during 

the  last  seven  weeks,  and  he  therefore  thought,  that  the 

affidavit  was  not  sufficient  to  shew  the  present  residence 

of  the  Defendant.     That  the  motion  might  however 

stand  over  to  supply  the  defect. 

(a)  Qrd.  Can.  297. 
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1845. 


November  3, 


DALTON  0.  HAYTER. 


^I^HIS  was  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
-*-  prosecution  under  the  114th  of  the  General  Of* 
ders  of  May  1845.  (a)  The  bill  was  filed  in  184S 
against  several  Defendants,  and  afterwards,  by  amend- 
ment, Mr.  B,  was  made  a  party.  Mr.  B.  filed  hit 
answer,  which  became  sufficient  on  the  18th  of  Apri 
1,^  1845,  and  some  of  the  other  Defendants  filed  their 
of  one  Defend-  answer  on  the  following  day.  The  Plaintiff  took  no 
to  dismiss  for     subsequent  proceeding  in  the  cause.     Mrs.  Moodjf^  one 

want  of  prose-  of  the  Defendants,  had  not  answered;  it  was  stated 

cution  w  not 

delayed  bv  his   that  she  had  gone  abroad  since  appearance^  but  it  wis 

Co-defend- 


The  words 
"last  of  the 
answers  "  in 
the  114th  Or- 
der  of  May 
1845,  means 
the  last  answer 
of  any  one  of 
several  De- 
fendants, so 


ant's  neglect 
to  answer. 

The  expres- 
sions «  the 
last  answer," 
and  "  the  last 
of  several 
answers  "  in 
the  66th 
Order,  and  in 
the  16th  Or- 
der, art.  S3, 


not  shewn  that  any  attempt  had  been  made  to  get  in 
her  answer.  It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  Mr.  B. 
that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecutian, 
under  the  114th  Order  oi  May  1845. 


Mr.  Beavariy  in  support  of  the  motion.    By  the  114th 

General  Order  of  May  1845  (a),  any  Defendant  may 

move  to  dismiss,  and  the  Court  may  order  accordingly, 

means  the  last  if  a  Plaintiff  does  not  file  a  replication  within  four  weeks 

answeK^fire*d     ^'^^^  ^^®  answer,  or  the  last  of  the  answers  is  found  or 

by  several  De-  deemed  sufficient,  and  the  question  depends  on  the  XtxA 

fcndauts.  .  -,.^,r«.  -,         .  «• 

construction  of  this  Ordeh     The  words  "  last  of  the 

answers''  have  reference  to  the  antecedent  expression 
"  any  Defendant,"  and  mean  the  last  answer  of  "  any  " 
such  Defendant;  as  if  a  Defendant  put  in  a  further 

answer, 


(a)  Ord.  Can^  330. 
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aoswer,  or  an  answer  to  an  amended  bill,  then  four  weeks        1845. 

after  soch  last  answer  be  could  note  to  dismiss.  ^'fT^^"'^^ 

Dalton 

V 

Secokolt;  if  tbis  be  not  the  true  construction,  then  ^^I'^i** 
the  last  words  **  last  of  the  answers ''  mean  the  last  of 
the  answers  which  hate  then  been  filed ;  otherwise  the 
Plaintiff  by  omitting  due  diligence  to  get  in  an  answer, 
or  bjr  adding  a  friendly  Defendant,  might,  for  ever,  pre- 
vent a  disitiissal  for  want  of  prosecution*  Besides  this, 
some  of  the  Defendants  may  never  answer  at  all,  for 
the  Plaintiff  may  file  a  *'  traversing  note,''  or  the  bill 
may  be  taken  pro  confesso  without  an  answer,  in  which 
case  the  General  Order  would  never  apply.  Accord- 
ing to  this  construction  the  last  of  the  answers  put  in 
was  filed  on  the  19th  of  April,  and  became  sufficient  on 
the  28th  of  May,  and  the  four  weeks  expired  on  the 
25th  of  June,  after  which  this  Defendant  was  at  liberty 
to  move  to  dismiss. 

Thirdly;  Mrs.  Moody  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
is  not  a  Defendant  within  this  order.  In  the  case  of 
The  King  rf Spain  v.  Htdlett  (a),  a  Defendant  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  was  considered  not  to  be  a  Defendant  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Idth  Order  of  1830.  (b)  So  in  Cooke 
v«  Bethani  (c)  and  Bradstock  v.  Whatley  {d),  a  Defendant 
not  served  with  a  subpoena  was  held  not  to  be  a  Defend- 
ant within  the  same  ISth  Order;  requiring  an  order  to 
amend  to  be  obtained  within  six  weeks  after  the  last  of 
the  answers,  if  there  be  two  or  more  Defendants,  is  to 
be  deemed  sufficient. 

Mr.  Greene,  contra.    iTiis  motion  is  premature.    The 
114th  Order  is,  in  its  terms,  permissive,  and  the  De- 
fendant 

(a)  1  Rust.  4-  M.  7.  id)  RolU^\28  February  1844, 

(b)  Ord.  Can.  8.  unreported. 

(c)  1  C.  P.  Cooptr^  405. 
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fendant  is  entitled  to  move  to  dismiss  after  the  lapse  of 
four  weeks  after  **  the  last  of  the  answers  "  is  sufficient 
The  expression  ^*  last  of  the  answers  "  can  only  mean 
the  last  answer  of  all  the  Defendants  who  are  required 
to  answer,  and  here  there  is  a  Defendant  whose  answer 
is  not  yet  put  in.  This  construction  might,  I  admit, 
give  rise  to  abuse,  but  none  is  here  suggested,  and 
the  Court  can  prevent  abuse  of  the  Order  when  it  is  a^ 
tempted ;  the  clear  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  Order, 
there  being  nothing  in  the  context  to  qualify  them,  is, 
the  last  answer  of  several  Defendants  answering.  Thii 
is  more  consistent  with  the  rest  of  the  Orders,  and  it 
must  be  observed  especially  that  the  Plaintiff  is  now  re- 
quired by  the'  9Srd  {a)  Order  to  file  but  one  replication, 
and  he  must  do  this  after  the  last  answer  of  several  De» 
fendants  comes  in. 


Again,  the  1 1 8th  (6)  Order  is  in  its  terms  negative^  and 
<*  a  Defendant  is  no^  to  be  at  liberty  to  move  to  disow 
for  want  of  prosecution,  until  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  within  which  a  Plaintiff  may  obtain  an  order  to 
amend  such  bill,"  and  reverting  to  the  66th  Order  (c),  we 
find  that  he  is  entitled  to  an  order  to  amend  within  fionr 
weeks  after  **  the  last  of  several  answers  is  to  be  deemed 
sufficient,"  and  articles  32  (rf)f  33  (rf),  and  37  {e)  of  Order 
16,  contrasted,  shew  clearly,  that  this  means  the  last 
answer  of  several  Defendants,  and  afford  the  true  ex- 
planation of  '<  the  last  answer  ^  throughout  these  Orden; 
therefore,  the  time  to  amend  has  not  elapsed.  It  is  to 
be  further  observed,  that  the  words  ^  as  to  such  De- 
fendant" contained  in  the  26th  Order  of  1833  (g)  are 
omitted  in  the  118th  Order  of  3%,   1845.  (A)    Tbb 

shews 


(a)  Ord.  Can.  519. 
{b)  lb.  332. 
(c)  lb.  508.; 
(rf)  lb.  287^ 


(e)  Ord.  CVm.  S86. 
te)  lb.  52. 
(A)  lb.  338. 
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shews  an  intention  that  the  last  answer  was  not  to  have 
reference  to  the  Defendant  moving. 

It  is  then  said,  that  the  words  *^  last  o(  the  answers '' 
in  the  114tb  Order  (d)  means  the  last  of  the*  answers 
which  may  have  been  filed  at  the  time  of  moving. 
[^TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  You  need  not  trouble 
yourself  on  that  point,  for  I  am  not  of  that  opinion.] 

As  to  the  third  point,  the  cases  do  not  apply.  Here 
Mrs.  Moody  was  not  out  of  the  jurisdiction  at  the  time 
the  bill  was  filed,  but  process  was  prayed  against  her  in 
ordinary  course,  and  she  has  appeared.  In  the  King 
of  Spain  v.  HuUett^  and  in  Cooke  v.  Bethamy  and  Brad- 
stock  V.  Whailey^  the  Defendant  had  not  appeared  or 
been  served  with  a  subpoena,  as  in  the  present  case. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  without  hearing  a  reply, 
said :  It  has  been  contended  that  the  right  of  a  party  to 
move  to  dismiss  a  bill  for  want  of  prosecution  depends 
on  the  conduct  of  his  Co-defendant,  who  is  no  way  under 
his  control.  It  would  be  singular  if  that  were  so,  and 
upon  a  full  consideration  of  these  Orders,  I  do  not  find 
that  they  admit  of  any  such  construction. 

In  the  Order  114,  art.  1(a),  the  expression  <^  the 
answer  or  the  last  of  the  answers  "  is  applicable  to  the 
case  of  any  one  Defendant,  who  has  filed  one  or  more 
answers  to  an  original  or  amended  bill ;  and  it  means 
the  answer  or  last  answer  of  any  Defendant  claiming  a 
right  to  move  to  dismiss  the  bill. 

But  the  time  when  the  motion  may  be  made  is  not 
independent  of  other  Orders.     Thus,  Order  118(6) 

directs, 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  530.  (b)  Qrd.  Can.  332. 
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directs,  that  a  Defendant  is  not  to  mo?e  to  dismiss  until 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  within  which  the  Vim^ 
tiff  may  obtain  an  order  to  amend  his  bill ;  and  the 
time  within  which  the  Plaintiff  may  obtain  4P  order  to 
amend  depends  upon  Order  66  (a),  as  afifoct^  hf  Ordfr 
14.(6) 


You  4re  not  usually  to  impute  to  one  Defisqdant  # 
knowledge  of  that  which  has  been  done  by  his  Co- 
defendants,  and  therefore,  whep  the  time  for  obtaining 
an  order  to  amend  has  elapsed,  as  far  as  depends  en 
the  case  of  any  Defendant,  that  Defendant  may  unia 
Order  118  {c)j  move  to  dismiss. 

But  the  expressions  '^the  last  answer,"  and  *'the 
last  of  several  answers''  in  Orders  66  (a),  and  1% 
art.  S3  ((f),  clearly  mean  the  last  of  the  several  answers 
filed  by  several  Defendants,  or  by  more  than  one  De- 
fendant; and  pending  the  time  appointed  by  these 
Orders,  as  affected  by  Order  14(&},  ^e  Plaintiff  is 
entided  to  obtain  an  order  to  amend. 

And  the  consequence  is,  that,  although  a  particular 
Defendant  may  be  entitled  to  move  to  dismiss  under 
Order  114,  art.  1  (^),  and  Order  118(c),  the  Court 
may  not  think  it  right  to  make  an  order  according  to 
the  motion.  The  Plaintiff  may  not  have  beeq  able  to 
proceed  effectually  against  some  other  Defendant,  or 
the  Court  may  think  the  case  such  as  to  justify  or 
excuse  ^ome  delay. 


In 


fa)  Ord.  Can.  SOS. 
(b)  lb,  97S. 
(<r)  lb.  33S. 


(iQ  Ori.  Ctm.  tST. 
(«)  lb,  550. 
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In  uy  9ach  tmae  the  Court  may,  under  Order  21  (a),        1845. 
give  to  the  Plaintiff  timei  upon  such  conditions  and  on 
such  tirms  as  may  be  thought  just  and  reasonable. 

In  this  casCf  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Defendant's 
motion  is  made  with  perfect  regularity ;  but,  considering 
the  circumstances  (6),  the  motion  must  stand  over  until 
the  appeal  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  been  dis- 
posed of. 


(«)  OHL  CgM.  SSi.  ha?ing  fidled,  the  Plaintiff  took 

(h)  Tbe  Defendant  had  filad  Immediate  steps  to  compel  the 

a  demurrer  to  the  bill  which  Defendant  to  proceed  to  put  in 

had  been  oremiled.     He  ap-  his  answer.    The  appeal  on  the 

plied  for  a  stay  of  the  proceed-  demurrer  had  not  been  disposed 

logs  pending  the  appeal,  which  o(  but  stood  high  in  the  paper. 


TOTTY  V.  INGLEBY.  Dec.  4. 

MR.BAYLEY  moved,  under  the  29th  Order  of  Subfwna  to 
May  1845  (a),  after  the  expiration  of  the  three  of Ko^'r*''" 
weeks  mentioned  in  that  Order,  for  liberty  to  enter  an  served  on  the 
appearance  for  a  Defendant  to  a  bill  of  revivor.     The  an  applicadon 
$uipcma  had  been  served  on  the  3d  of  July.    No  explan-  "f**^^"  ^^^ 

•  .  r    I  *•    1       1  1       .  1.1       4thoi Decern' 

ation  wag  giyen  of  the  cause  of  tbe  delay  m  making  the  ber  to  enter 

application;  but  he  argued  that,  as  under  the  62nd  Or-  JJS^a'li?'^' 

der  (6),  no  order  to  revive  could  be  made,  without  an  Held,  that  the 

application  to  the  Court  on  notice,  no  prejudice  could  cither*serve  a 

result  to  the  Defendant.  new  st^ana 

or  give  notice 
Tke  of  motion. 

(«)  Ord,  Can.  994.  (b)  lb.  oor. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  however,  said  that  too 
long  a  period  had  elapsed  since  the  service,  and,  there- 
fore, the  Plaintiff  must  either  serve  a  new  subpotna^  or 
give  notice  of  motion. 


Dec.  i,  10. 


BELL  V.  HASTINGS. 


Liberty  given, 
after  great  de- 
lay, to  serve 
cop^  bill,  the 
omission  to 
apply  earlier 
having  been 
accidental, 
and  not  for 
deky. 


"nLTR.  PRIOR  moved  under  the  28th  Order  of  Ma^ 
-*-^-*"  1845  (a),  for  liberty  to  serve  a  copy  of  the  amended 
bill  on  a  Defendant,  after  the  expiration  of  the  twelve 
weeks  mentioned  in  that  Order.  The  amended  bill  had 
been  filed  on  the  14th  of  April  1845. 

T7ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  grant  this  application  without  being  satisfied 
that  there  is  no  intention  to  delay  the  prosecution  of 
this  suit.  This  proceeding  may  possibly  delay  the  pro- 
ceedings as  against  all  the  other  Defendants.  You  must 
shew  your  application  is  bonafde,  and  not  for  delay. 


Dee.  10.  Mr.  Prior  now  stated,  that  he  had  an  affidavit  that  the 

omission  to  apply  bad  been  accidental,  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  delay  :  —  that  the  interrogatories  had  been 
settled  by  counsel ;  and  that  it  was  the  Plaintiff's  inten* 
tion  to  prosecute  the  suit  without  delay. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    Take  the  order. 
{a)  Ord.  Can,  294. 
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The  SKINNERS'  COMPANY  v.  The  IRISH 
SOCIETY,  (fl) 


Feb.  9,  10.  12, 
15,  14,  15,  16, 
17.  19,20,81, 

Nov.  19. 


nnmS  case,  which  was  formerly   before  the  Court 
upon  an  interlocutory   application  (&)|  now 


came 


on  for  hearing. 


(a)  This  case  was  affirmed  by 
the  House  of  Lords  on  the  8th 
of  August  1845,  and  is  now  re- 


ported  in   consequence 
public  importance. 
(6)  1  ify.  ^  Cr.  162. 


of  iU 


The  IrUh  So- 
ciety held  to 
be  trustees  for 
public  pur- 
poses, and  not 
accountable  to 
The  the  Companies 
of  London^ 
notwithstand- 
ing the  latter 
were,  after 
providing  for 
the  public 
objects,  entitled  to  the  surplus  revenues  of  the  estates  vested  in  the  former. 

After  some  negotiation,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  King  Jame$  J. 
and  the  city  of  London,  for  the  grant  by  the  former  to  the  latter  of  a  large  tract  of 
land  in  Ireland,  to  be  colonized  by  English,  It  was  stipulated  that  20,000/.  should 
be  advanced  to  be  expended  in  the  undertaking,  that  certain  houses  should  be  built, 
kc.  The  city  compulsorily  levied  the  amount  upon  the  city  companies.  In  1613 
King  James  granted  a  charter  creating  a  corporation  (the  Irish  Society),  the  meml>ers 
of  which  were  to  be  appointed  by  the  city,  for  the  management  of  the  plantation, 
to  whom  the  land  was  thereby  granted,  but  no  trusts  were  declared.  The  principal 
part  of  the  lands  were  afterwards  divided  in  severalty  between  the  companies,  but 
the  town  lands,  fishings,  &c,  were  retained  by  the  Irish  Society,  who,  after  applying  a 
considerable  portion  towards  public  purposes,  such  as  building  churches,  schools,  &c., 
divided  the  residue  amongst  the  companies.  The  Irish  Society  having  annually  di- 
Tided  a  considerable  sum  amongst  its  members  and  made  large  expenditures  in  tavern 
expences,  and  in  other  modes  which  were  objected  to,  a  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  the 
companies  against  the  Society,  the  city  of  London^  and  the  Attorney-General,  to 
correct  the  mleged  abuses ;  but  it  was  held,  that  the  powers  granted  to  the  Society 
and  the  trusts  reposed  in  them  were,  in  part,  of  a  general  and  public  nature,  inde- 
pendent of  the  private  benefit  of  the  companies :  that  the  companies,  though  in- 
terested in  an^  surplus  which  might  remain  after  the  general  purposes  were  answered, 
were  not  entitled  to  control  the  exercise  of  the  powers  given  for  general  and  public 
purposes,  and  that  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction,  upon  the  application  of  the  com- 
pames,  to  determine  upon  the  propriety  of  the  expenditure  made,  though  the  dis- 
cretion might  be  controlled  elsewhere  and  in  another  manner.  The  bill  was 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Allegations  and  admissions,  used  for  the  purpose  of  defence  against  attempted  ex- 
tortion, under  the  form  of  legal  proceedings,  or  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  justice 
irregularly  wheu  r^ularly  it  could  not  be  had,  oucht  not  to  be  used  as  evidence 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Held,  consequently,  that  allegations  and  admissions, 
made  in  the  course  of  arbitrar;^  proceedings  against  parties  in  the  Star  Chamber,  and 
in  a  treaty  for  compromise  which  arose  out  of  the  sentence,  and  in  the  proceedings 
which  took  place  before  the  House  of  Commons  in  an  attempt  to  obtain  relief  from 
the  oppression  of  that  court,  could  not  in  any  way  influence  the  judgment  of  this 
court. 
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18S8.  The  bill  was  filed  against  the  Irish  Society  (a  cor- 

^^^(^^  porate  body),  against  forty  of  the  Trading  Companies  of 

Skinners'  the  city  of  London^  and  the  Attorney-General,  seeking  a 

eomp^iiy  declaration,  that  the  Plaintifia  and  the  other  ci^  pom- 

Tha  Irish  panics  were  entitled  to  the  Jrith  property  in  dispute: 

^'  that  the  Irish  Society  were  trustees  for  them  and  for 
an  account,  &c. 

The  outline  of  this  case  (a  more  complete  statement 
of  which  will  be  found  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  (a) )  is  as  follows :  — 

In  the  year  1608,  the  principal  part  of  the  provinoe 
of  Ulster^  in  Ireland^  bad,  by  the  attainder  of  the  RoMMn 
Catholics  involved  in  the  recent  rebellion,  become  for- 
feited and  vested  in  the  Crown.  King  James  L,  being 
desirous  of  colonizing  it  with  his  Protestant  subjects, 
proposed  to  grant  out  the  land  to  persons  willing  to 
undertake  the  work  of  colonization,  upon  terms  con- 
tained in  a  printed  <*  collection  of  orders  and  conditions  " 
published  by  his  authority.  This  document  first  stated 
the  object  the  King  had  in  view  as  follows :  -—  That  His 
Majesty  ^^  not  respecting  his  own  profit,  but  the  public 
peace  and  welfare  "  of  Ireland^  by  the  civil  plantation  of 
those  unreformed  and  waste  countries,  was  pleased  to 
distribute  the  escheated  lands  to  such  of  his  subjects  as 
should  seek  the  same,  *'with  a  mind  not  only  to  benefit 
themselves,  but  to  do  service  to  the  Crown  and  Com- 
monwealth.'' It  then  provided  that  the  undertaken 
were  to  build  fortresses,  keep  and  furnish  arms  and  men 
for  the  defence  of  the  settlement,  erect  houses,  form 
townships,  take  the  oath  of  supremacy,  plant  a  com- 
petent number  o{ English  and  Scottish  tenants ;  and  it  also 
provided  for  the  foundation  of  market  towns  and  corpor* 

atioQi 

(tf)  Post,  p.  €03. 
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ations  for  the  habitation  and  settling  of  tradesmen  and  ar-        1888. 

tificers,  and  for  free  schools,  parishesi  churches,  &c.  &c      ^'^^n^'^ 

The 

SVINNBIIS' 

Commissioners  were  appointed  by  the  Crown,  and      Comply 
on  the  21st  of  July  1609,  instructions  given  to  them  as  to     Tbe  laisH 
the  mode  in  which  the  objects  of  the  Crown  were  to  be       *^9^^^' 
effected.     The  King,  being  desirous  of  engaging  the 
citizens  of  London  in  this  work^  and  to  induce  them  to 
become  undertakers  of  the  colonization  of  a  large  tract 
of  the  escheated  lauds,  caused  to  be  prepi^red  a  docu- 
ment, setting  forth  the  *^  motives  and  reasons  '*  to  in- 
duce the  city  to  engage  therein.    It  specified  the  *^  fittest 
places  for  the  city  of  London  to  plant,"  apd  which  the 
King  proposed  to  grant,  the  land,  sea  and  river,  *^  com- 
n^odities ''  which  it  produced,  and  ^^  the  profits  which 
Londoti  should  receive  by  this  plantatiopi''  by  the  ad- 
vancement of  trade,  the  employment  of  its  superabund-v 
ant  population,  &Ct  "  to  the  great  service  of  the  King, 
the  strength  of  his  realm*  and  the  advancement  of 
several  trades  and  benefit  of  particular  persons/' 

This  proposal  seemed  to  have  undergone  much  con- 
sideration on  the  part  of  the  city  of  London^  (a)  A 
committee  was  appointed  for  investigating  the  matter, 
who  by  a  report,  dated  the  15th  of  December  1609,  re^ 
commended,  first,  that  15,000/.  should  be  expended, 
to  be  raised  by  way  of  companies  of  the  city  ^^  by  Uie 
poll  according  to  the  rate  of  corn  set  upon  every  com<* 
pany  "  {b) ;  secondly,  they  specified  the  territory  (c),  and 
privil^es  to  be  demanded,  and  the  position  in  which 

the 

(a)  Throughout  thi«  case  the  anesfment  called  the  corn  rate, 
diftiQCtioa  between  tbe  Cor^  by  which  the  oompaaiet  were 
por^tion  of  the  city  of  liO^don  respectively  coQpellahlc;  to  fiiiv 
and  the  several  corporate  Com*  nish  a  given  quantity  of  corn  for 
pames  must  be  carefully  borne  the  city  granaries. 

in  mind.  (c)  About   isfioo    acres   ia 

(b)  That  is,  according  to  an      Cefgrmine. 
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1838.  the  cities  of  Deny  and  Cderaine  were  to  be  built ;  thirdly, 
^^^^^T^^  the  things  to  be  performed  by  the  undertakers ;  and, 
Skinners*  fourthly,  with  respect  to  the  management,  they  recom- 
^^^""P^°y  mended  the  constitution  of  a  company  in  London  by 
The  Irish  whose  advice  and  direction  all  things  concerning  the 
^^^^^^y-  plantation  and  undertaking  were  to  be  managed.  This 
report,  forming  the  basis  of  a  proposal,  being  commu- 
nicated  to  the  privy  council,  was,  with  some  variations, 
accepted.  By  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  28th  of 
January  1609-10,  made  between  the  privy  council  on 
behalf  of  the  King  on  the  one  part,  and  <<  the  committees 
appointed  by  act  of  common  council  on  behalf  of  the 
mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  London  on  the 
other,"  "it  was  agreed  by  the  city  that  the  sum  of 
20,000/.  should  be  levied :  "  it  provided  for  the  building 
by  the  City  of  the  cities  of  Derry  and  Coleraine^  and  main- 
taining the  castle  of  Ctdmore,  and  specified  the  lands  and 
privileges  to  be  granted,  and  on  what  terms  and  con« 
ditions.  This  agreement  was  confirmed  by  the  City  by 
act  of  common  council  of  the  SOth  of  January  1609, 
which  enacted,  "  that  for  the  better  ordering,  directing, 
and  effecting  of  all  things  touching  and  concerning  the 
said  plantation,  and  the  business  thereunto  belonging, 
there  should  be  a  Company  constituted  "  within  the  city, 
consisting  of  a  governor,  deputy,  and  twenty-four  as- 
sistants, who  were  empowered  to  determine  "  what 
should  be  done  or  performed  on  behalf  of  this  city 
touching  or  concerning  the  said  plantation,''  &c.  &c. 

Possession  of  the  lands  was  shortly  after  given,  and 
the  corporation,  who  then  exercised  a  right  of  com- 
pulsorily  taxing  the  companies,  directed  the  20,000i!. 
to  be  raised  by  the  several  companies,  according  to 
the  assessment;  other  large  sums  were  subsequently 
raised  in  like  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose.  In 
1610,  it  was  proposed  by  the  City  that  the  companies 
should  take  a  proportion  of  the  lands  in  lieu  of  the 

money 
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money  disbursed  bj  them,  to  be  planted  at  their  own  1888. 
costs,  and  they  were  informed  that,  whether  they  ac-  ^^xh^^ 
cepted  the  offer  or  not,  they  would  be  liable  for  the  Skinners* 
charges  of  the  buildings,  fortifications,  and  also  "  that,  Company 
notwithstanding  the  acceptance  of  the  lands,  they  should  The  lauif 
likewise  be  partakers  of  all  benefits  of  fishings,  with  the  ^' 

profits  of  towns  and  other  immunities.  This  was  gene- 
rally acceded  to  by  the  companies,  and  subsequently  the 
commissioners  appointed  by  the  City,  made  their  re- 
port, dated  15th  of  October  1813,  stating  that  they  had 
divided  the  lands,  but  that  a  division  of  the  towns  and 
town  lands,  ferries,  and  fisheries  could  not  be  fitly 
made,  but  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  them  might  be 
divided  and  go  amongst  the  several  companies.^*  The 
report  was  approved  and  a  division  directed. 

On  the  29th  of  March  161S,  King  James  I.  granted 
his  charter,  whereby  he  incorporated  the  Irish  Society, 
and  he  granted  to  it  the  lands  undertaken,  but  no  specific 
trust  was  thereby  declared.  The  Irish  Society  were 
thereby  empowered  to  determine  all  matters  concerning 
the  plantation,  &c.(a),  and  the  members  were  to  be 
appointed  and  removable  by  the  City. 

In  1615,  King  James  I.  granted  to  the  companies 
licences  to  hold  in  mortmain;  and  in  1617,  th^  Irish 
Society,  in  pursuance  of  the  prior  agreement,  conveyed 
to  the  several  companies  their  allotment  of  the  lands,  to 
be  held  by  them  in  severalty.  The  Irish  Society  re- 
served the  town  lands,  ferries,  fisheries,  and  timber,  the 
rents  of  which  formed  the  subject  of  this  suit.  After 
the  death  of  James  I.,  some  questions  arose  respecting 
the  validity  of  the  charter ;  arbitrary  proceedings  were 
adopted  by  King  Charles  I.  in  the  Star  Chamber,  against 
the  city  of  London^  the  Irish  Society,  and  the  com- 
panies, 
(a)  See/iof/yp.  619. 
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intB*        panics.     That  Court  decreed  a  i^peal  of  the  cfaarteri 

^^^^     ftnd  imposed  a  fine  of  70,000f.  on  the  City  and  the  IriA 

SaiNMBRS*     Society.      A  complaint  was   made  to   the   Hoase  of 

OotD^Bhj      Commons^  who  resolred  that  the  proceeding  was  ill^aL 

Tbe  Irisb      A  promisa  was  made  to  restore  the  charter,  but  in  conse- 

^^^^*      qnence  of  the  ciril  war,  this  was  not  done  till  1669|  when 

Charles  11.  granted  a  new  charter  similar,  with  some 

Tariations,  to  the  former.    After  the  granting  of  the  new 

charter,  the  Irish  Sciciety  again  executed  conreyances  of 

the  respective  allotments  of  the  lands  to  the  difierent 

dompanies.     From  that  time,  the  difierent  compani^ 

held  their  lands  in  seTerahy,  and  the  Irish  Society  re'* 

tained  the  town  lands,  ferries,  and  fisheries^  They  applied 

a  considerable  portion  in  public  purposes,  such  as  io 

building  and  repairing  churches  and  chapels,  in  public 

schools,  in  paying  schoolmasters,  in  building  bridges 

and  fortifications,  and  in  a  variety  of  other  public  objects, 

and  they  divided  the  surplus  amongst  the  oi^  companies* 

The  Skinners^  company  having  become  dissatisfied 
with  the  modern  expenditure,  filed  this  bill,  charging 
breaches  of  trust  and  mismanagement  on  the  part  of  the 
Irish  Society.  It  appeared  that,  on  the  average  of  the 
last  eight  years,  the  net  rental  was  about  10,000/1  a 
year,  of  which  there  was  divided  amongst  the  com- 
panies, no  more  than  3000/.  a  year.  The  average 
amount  expended  by  the  company  for  their  tavern  ex- 
penses and  entertainments,  amounted  to  474/.^  and  they 
divided  amongst  themselves  for  attendance  money,  about 
425/.  a  yean  The  other  prominent  items  of  expenditure 
objected  to  were  as  follows :  — -  An  annual  contribution  of 
Sel.  17f.  6d.  for  the  Derri/  Race  Plate,  a  like  sum  fot 
Colonel  Pomotih/s  morfdment,  payments  of  6S8/.  9^.  Si/a 
and  9S24/.  95.  Od.  in  respect  of  the  Coleraine  electio% 
and  payment  of  large  sums  in  tavern  expences,  gratuities, 
and  fees  to  the  members  of  tbe  Irish  Society.     Tbe 

^following 
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following  table  will  show  the  rental  and  the  application 
thereof  for  three  years  immediately  before  the  filing  of 
the  bill :~ 


1830. 

1831. 

1832. 

Pennftiient    psjinents   and 

£       u 

d. 

& 

Si 

d. 

£      i.    d. 

Quit  Rents  (Ireland)     - 

703  14 

7 

704 

1 

9 

662     8  10 

EipetiKS  of  schools  (Ire- 

Und)    •        -        .        . 

439  19 

9 

438 

12 

^ 

468     9     2 

Salaries,  &c.  (Ireland) 

629  18 

0 

591 

10 

8 

693  10     8 

Salaries  and  gratuities  (£ng* 

land)     -         -        -        - 

721     7 

8 

898 

4 

0 

'611     0     0 

Cltoritable  donations  (Ire- 

land)     .... 

195     4 

H 

530 

0 

0 

1,556     1     8 

Donations  (  England  ) 

52  10 

o" 

525 

0 

0 

— 

109     2 

9 

109 

2 

9 

109     2     9 

Law  expenses    .         -         - 

1,697     5 

0 

262 

13 

4 

3,460     0     2 

Incidental    expenses    (Ire* 

land)    .... 

521     0 

7J 

620 

12 

1 

199  11     7 

Incidental   expenses  (Eng- 

land)   -        .        -        - 

100     7 

6 

6B& 

15 

lU 

295     3     9 

Expenses  of  deputation 

650     0 

0 

793 

16 

0 

_ 

Tavern  expenses 

357  18 

4 

601 

13 

2 

452  14     3 

Allowance  to  members 

424     0 

0 

615 

10 

0 

593  15     0 

Irish  chamber  expenses 

75  18 

8 

183 

15 

4 



Surveying  expenses    - 

- 

7 

10 

0 

— 

Divided  amongst  the  twelve 

ecnnpanies      ... 

1,200     0 

0 

3,498 

13 

4 

— 

Total  expenditure  of  each 

ywr      .        .        .        - 

7,878     7 

6 

10»937 

10 

»> 

9,101   17  10 

The  net  receipts  for  the  corresponding  years  were  — 


Heeeipts 


1830. 


£  • 
10,575 


1831. 


£ 
12,973 


1832. 


£ 
9,396 


Several  documents  were  produced  in  evidenoe,  in 
which^  in  1683,  1713,  1715,  and  1789,  the  Irish  Society 
had  stated  that  they  were  ^^  trustees  **  for  the  Ixmdon 
companies,  and  like  admissions  had  been  made  by  the 
city  of  London.  Thus  in  their  defence  to  the  proceedings 
in  the  Star  Chamber,  the  City  insisted,  that  they  ^^had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  said  plantation,  and  that  their 
names  were  used,  merely  for  the  transaction  of  affairs, 

and 


18S8. 


The 

Skinnbrs' 

Company 

9. 

The  laisa 
Society. 
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1838.       and  for  levying  and  raising  of  money  for  the  said  plan* 

'^^I^^^^     tation,  upon  the  companies  of  the  city,  which  coold  not 

Skinners*     be  done  but  by  act  of  common  counciL"     This  defence 

Company      ^^   however,   over-ruled   by   the   Court,   the  nego- 

The  Irish     tiation,  agreement,  &c  having  been  with  the  City.    The 

'^^^'      City  made  a  similar  statement  in  the  petition  to  the 

House  of  Commons,  in  1641.     In  a  petition  to  King 

Charles  L  they  stated,  that  the  grant  of  the  lands  *<  was 

in  trust  fpr  the  several  companies  of  London  and  the 

particular  men  who  disbursed  the  monies  towards  the 

plantation ;"  and  in  a  report  of  a  Committee  of  Inquiry 

appointed  by  the  Court  of  Aldermen,  it  was  stated,  that 

the  lands,  fishings,  and  customs,  had  been  granted  onto 

the  Irish  Society,  for  the  use  of  the  several  companies 

of  London  who  were  at  the  charge  of  building,  &c. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  (Attorney-General),  Mr.  WtgraMi 
and  Mr.  Hoydj  for  the  Plaintiffs,  contended  that  the 
Irish  Society  were  mere  trustees  for  the  city  companies, 
who  had  furnished  the  means  for  making  the  plantatioD, 
and  that  they  had  repeatedly  admitted  themselves  to  be 
such.  That  the  public  purposes  contemplated  by  the 
charters  had  now  been  fully  performed,  by  the  buitding 
of  the  houses,  the  settlement  of  the  plantation  Sec,  and  ' 
that  the  rents  of  the  reserved  lands  &c.  belonged  to  the 
companies.  That  the  Society  had  been  guilty  of  cleitr 
breaches  of  trust,  by  the  application  of  the  funds  to  the 
private  purposes  of  the  individual  members,  and  in  other 
improper  modes,  and  that  this  Court,  in  the  exSerdse  <tf 
its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  would,  by  its  decree^  kddjf^t  * 
measures  to  prevent  the  future  misapplictition  of  Ch^  ' 
income  of  the  property. 

Mr. 
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Mr..  Kinderslei/  and  Mr.  tVoodj  for  the  Irish  Society,        18.98. 
iosisted)  that  they  were  a  political  body  invested  by  the     ^"^^nT^ 
Crown  with  important  public  trusts  and  large  discre-     Skinnkrs* 
tionary  powers,  like  those  given  upon  the  formation  of      Company 
plantations  in  Americaj  for  the  benefit  of  the  plantation     The  Irish 
in  connection  with  the  city  oi  London,  and  for  the  benefit       Society, 
of  the  citizens  at  large.     That  constant  usage,  the  abso- 
lute dominion  exercised  by  the  Society  over  the  company 
as  well  as  over  the  income  of  the  property,  and  the 
absence  of  all  interference  by  the  companies  showed 
that  the  Society  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  trustees 
to  the  company ;  that  if  they  had  conducted  themselves 
improperly,  they  were  answerable  only  to  the  Crown. 
That   the  corporation  of  London   had    the   power  of 
affording  redress,  and  of  removing  the  members  of  the 
Society ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  rights  capable 
of  being  enforced  by  bill  in  equity. 

Sir  C.  WethereUj  The  Hon.  C.  K  Law  (The  Recorder), 
and  Mr.  Bandellf  for  the  City  of  London,  joined  in  re- 
sisting tlie  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs,  contending,  that  by 
the  charter,  a  trust  had  been  created  for  general  public 
purposes ;  that  the  corporation  had  delegated  to  them 
a  supreme  visitatorial  power  and  control,  which  this 
Court  ought  not  to  interfere  with ;  and  that,  though  the 
Crown,  by  information  or  other  proceedings,  might  in- 
terfere with  the  management  of  the  Irish  Society,  still 
the  Companies  could  not  sustain  a  private  suit  for  that 
purpose. 

Sir  B.  M.  IMfe  (Solicitor  General)  and  Mr.  Wmy, 
for .  the  Crown,  insisted  that  the  rents  of  the  reserved 
portion  were  wholly  or  primarily  devoted  to,  and  ought 
to  be  applied  in  furtherance  of,  the  general  public  objects 
of  the  plantation;  that  the  Crown  had  delegated  to 
the  Irish  Society  a  discretionary  power,  which  this 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  control. 

Vou  VII.  R  r  Mr. 
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^2^^^         Mr.  Pembertofij  Mr.  RomiUjfj  Mr.  Walker^  Mr.  J. 

The         iZt<S5^£,   Mr.  S.  Sharpen  Mr.  Ooritf,  Mr.  Teed^  Mr. 

Skinners'     J^«»y,  Mr.  Whitmarsk,   Mr.  itog^rs,  Mr.  Hayter,  Mr. 

17.  Freelingj  Mr.  Ba</^,  and  Mr.  ZiOuz^  for  other  Defendants. 

The  Irish 

^^''^;  Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  in  reply. 

Attomey-General  v.  Middleton  (a),  P^nii  v.  JBai!/i- 
moTf  (i)  Ex  parte  Berkhampstead  Free  School  (c),  Jt- 
tomey-General  v.  Smythies{d)y  The  Attomey^General  v. 
2%^  jDwi^  of  Marlborough  (e),  Mortce  v.  2%^  £»% 
5^  Durham  (g),  CoiS-^'s  Kw^rM  /im^.  (A),  TA^  Bishop  of 
Derry  v.  2%e  Irish  Society,  were  cited. 


iVbp.  19.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause  are  the  Company  of  the 
Skinners  of  the  city  of  London ;  the  Defendants  are 
the  Society  of  the  governor  and  assistants,  London^ 
of  the  new  plantation  in  Ulsterj  within  the  realm  of 
Ireland^  who  are  usually  called  the  Irish  Society,  the 
company  of  Mercers,  and  about  forty  other  companies 
of  the  city  of  London,  John  Thomas  Thorpe,  Henry 
Schultes,  and  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General. 

The  Irish  Society  is  a  corporate  body,  possessed  of 
and  entided  to  certain  ferries,  fisheries,  and  town  lands 
in  Ireland,  and  the  bill  prays,  that  it  may  be  declared 
that  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  companies  who  coo- 
tribulcd  to  the  expenses  of  the  new  plantation  in  Ulster^ 
are  beneflcially  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  ferries,  fisheries,  and  town  lands,  subject  only  to 
certain    payments   and    charges,    and    that    the  MA 

Societj 

(a)  2  Vet,  sen.  326.  (e)  5  Mad.  498. 

{b)  1  Ves.  sen.  444.  (g)  9  Fe».599.,  10  Vet.  p. 534. 

(c)  2  Vet,  *  B.  134.  (A)  247. 

(rf)  2  Myl.^  Cr.}35, 
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Society  are  trustees  of  the  same  rents  and  profits^  so  1888. 
nibject,  for  the  Plainti£&  and  the  other  companies,  •"^rh'^^ 
riie  bill  further  prays  for  an  account  of  such  rents  Skinners* 
ind  profits,  and  for  a  partition  of  the  ferries,  fisheries,  Company 
uid  town  lands,  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  The  Irish 
»>mpanies,  or  (if  such  partition  ought  not  to  be  made)  ^* 

For  the  removal  of  the  Irish  Society  from  being  such 
trustees,  and  that  other  trustees  may  be  appointed ;  or 
that  some  other  arrangement  may  be  made,  for  securing 
to  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  companies  the  due  pay- 
ment of  their  respective  shares  of  the  said  rents  and 
profits:  the  bill  also  prays  for  a  receiver  and  injunc- 
tion, and  for  further  relief. 

There  are  four  distinct  parties  whose  uiterests  or 
claims  have  been  brought  into  question.  First.  The 
companies  of  the  city  of  London^  for  whom  the  Plaintifis 
Insist  that  the  Irish  Society  are  mere  trustees,  bound  to 
account  to  them,    and  without   any  right  or   discre-  , 

tionary  power  to  apply  any  part  of  the  income  of  the 
property  vested  in  them,  for  any  public,  charitable,  or 
other  purpose. 

Secondly.  The  Irish  Society,  who  admit  that  they  have 
no  beneficial  interest  in  the  property,  and  that  they  are 
trustees  for  the  companies  of  any  surplus  which  may 
remain  after  answering  certain  public  purposes,  but 
cfaim  to  have  a  discretionary  power  to  apply  so  much  of 
the  income  as  they  may  think  fit  for  those  public  pur- 
'poses,  without  being  liable  to  account  for  the  same  to 
the  companies. 

Thirdly.  The  city  of  Londofi,  who  resist  the  claim  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  claim  for  themselves  a  species  of  visita- 
torial or  superintending  power,  enabling  them  to  con- 
trol the  conduct  and  proceedings  of  the  Irish  Society; 
and, 

Br  2  Fourthly. 
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1838.  Fourthly.  The  Attorney-General,  who,  on  behalf  of 

^^^^^^^  the  Crown,  suggests  that  the  rents  and  profits  are  appli- 

SKiNNEas'  cable  to  public  purposes. 


Company 

rhe  Iris 
Society. 


The  Irish  As  nothing  can  be  determined  as  betwe^i  co-defend- 
ants on  the  present  occasion,  the  substantial  question  in 
the  cause  is,  whether  the  Irish  Society  has,  independently 
of  the  companies  and  without  being  subject  to  account 
to  them,  a  discretionary  power  to  apply  any  part  of  tbe 
I'ents  and  profits  of  the  estates  vested  in  them,  for  pur- 
poses which  they  deem  beneficial  to  the  public,  with 
reference  to  the  plantation  in  Ireland  which  b  men* 
tioned  in  the  pleadings.  The  Irish  Society  may  be  an- 
swerable to  the  city  of  London^  or  to  the  companies  9S 
represented  or  protected  by  the  city  of  London^  or  to  the 
Crown,  yet,  if  it  is  not  answerable  to  the  companies 
severally,  in  this  Coun,  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  which  they  ask  by  this  bill*  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  Society  had  no  such  discretionary  power  is 
they  claim,  and  are,  as  trustees,  answerable  to  the  com- 
panies, severally,  for  all  their  receipts  and  paymenUi 
the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  relief;  their  right  has  been 
denied,  and  accounts  have  been  refused  to  them. 

The  Irish  Society  now  subsists  under  a  charter  of  King 
Charles  II.,  dated  the  lOih  April  1662  :  that  charter  was 
princi'pally,  and  as  to  most  of  its  details,  founded  on  t 
former  charter  granted  by  King  Jajnes  I.  on  the  S9(h 
March  1613,  and  from  the  mode  in  which  the  case  wis 
stated  and  argued  on  all  sides,  it  appears  to  me  necessarj 
to  consider  the  circumstances  under  which  the  fiint 
charter  was  granted,  so  far  as  those  ciix!umstanees  tie 
proved  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  From  the  efi- 
dence  it  appears,  that  in  the  year  1608,  the  greatest 
part  of  the  six  several  counties  of  Annaghf  T^proMi 
Colerainej  Donegal,  Fe9*managhj  and  Cavan,  had,  by  es- 
cheat or  forfeiture,  come  into  the  possession  of  the  Crown, 

and 
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and  that  King  James  L,  being  desirous  to  promote  the        1838. 
public  peace  and  welfare  o( Ireland  by  a  civil  plantation  of    ^^j(^^ 
what  were  called  ^^  those  unreformed  and  waste  coun*     Skinnkb&' 
tries,"  proposed  to  induce  English  and  Scotch  persons  to  "jpany 

emigrate  thither,  and  undertake  the  plantation  on  certain     "^he  Irish 
tarnis;  and  for  that  purpose,  he  caused  to  be  published 
a  collection  of  such  ^*  orders  and  conditions  "  as  were 
to  be  observed  by  the  undertakers,  upon  the  distribu- 
tion and  plantation  of  the  lands. 

It  is  plain  from  these  ^^  orders  and  conditions,"  that 
the  King  did  not  merely  contemplate  the  benefit  of  the 
persons  who  should  undertake  the  plantation,  or  <^  colony" 
as  it  is  called  in  another  document,  but  that  he  had  a 
great  public  object  in  view,  and  to  carry  that  into  effect, 
desired  to  engage  such  of  his  subjects,  as  well  of  Gheat 
Britain  as  o(  Ireland^  as,  ^^  being  of  merit  and  ability, 
should  seek  the  lands,  with  a  mind  not  only  to  benefit 
themselves,  but  to  do  service  to  the  Crown  and  common- 
wealth." It  was  intended  to  appoint  commissioners  for 
aetting  forth  the  several  proportions  of  the  lands,  and  for 
the  ordering  and  settling  the  plantation,  according  to  such 
instructions  as  should  be  given  unto  them  by  His  Majesty 
in  that  behalf.  Such  commissioners  were  appointed,  and 
instructions  given  to  them  on  the  21st  Juli^  1609;  but 
before  that  time,  the  King  became  desirous  to  engage 
the  city  of  London  in  the  undertaking,  and  caused  to  be 
prepared  a  paper,  setting  forth  '*  motives  and  reasons 
tx>  induce  the  city  of  London  to  undertake  the  planta- 
tion in  the  north  of  Ireland,**  These  **  motives  and 
reasons,"  (after  suggesting  that  the  ruinated  city  of  jDn*;;^, 
and  another  place  at  or  near  the  Castle  of  Colercune^ 
fcemed  to  be  tlie  fittest  places  for  the  city  of  London  to 
plenty  and  that  the  situation  was  such,  that  the  same, 
especially,  the  Derty^  might  be  made  by  land  almost 
impregnable,)  set  forth,  that  His  Majesty  might  be 
pleased  to  grant  unto  those  towns,  not  only  corpora* 
tione  •  with  aucb  liberties  and  privileges  for  their  good 
lir  3  government 
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government  8tc.  as  might  be  convenient,  but  also  the 
whole  territory  and  country  between  them,  which  was 
above  twenty  miles  in  length,  bounded  by  the  sea  en 
the  north,  the  river  Bann  on  the  east,  and  the  river  of 
Deny  or  Ijough  Foyle  on  the  west;  out  of  which,  1000 
acres  more  might  be  allotted  to  each  of  the  towns  far 
their  commons,  rent  free ;  the  rest  to  be  planted  with 
such  undertakers  as  the  city  of  London  should  tliiri[ 
good  for  their  best  profit,  paying  only  for  the  same 
the  easy  rent  of  the  undertakers.     The  ^*  motives  and 
reasons  "  further  set  forth,  that  His  Majesty  might  be 
pleased  to  grant  to  those  towns  the  benefit  of  all  the  cm- 
toms  of  imports  and  exports  for  twenty-one  years,  pqF- 
ing  only  a  yearly  rent  of  6^.  %d.^  and  would  be  pleased 
to  buy  the  salmon  fishing  in  the  rivers  of  Bonn  and 
"Lcfugh  Fun/ley  and  bestow  the  same  on  the  towns  for  tbeir 
better  encouragement;    and    likewise   to  grant  them 
licences  to  transport  all  prohibited  wares  growing  on 
their  own  lands,  and  the  admiralty  on  the  coasts  of  'fy^ 
conneU  and  Coleraine ;  and  then  were  specified  ^die 
land  commodities"  which  the  north  o(  Ireland  produced) 
^^  the  sea  commodities,"  and  ^*  the  profits  which  London 
should  receiveby  the  plantation ; "  and  the  profits  which 
were  described  were  of  a  public  nature,  afiecting  the 
general  welfare  of  the  city. 


These  **  motives  and  reasons  "  were  intended  to  be,  and 
afterwards  became,  the  subject  of  conference  betireen 
certain  persons  authorized  to  act  for  the  city,  and  certain 
members  of  the  King's  council,  and  precepts  were  issued 
by  the  lord  mayor  to  induce  the'  companies  of  the  city  of 
London  to  appoint  persons  to  act  for  them;  and  the  first 
answer  having  been  given  and  disliked,  because  given 
before  any  conference  had  with  the  King's  council  for  ^*- 
land,  persons  were  afterwards  appointed  committees  br 
such  conference  by  the  city,  and  such  committees  ^  bad 
(as  is  stated  in  the  precept  dated  the  S^th  of  Jidy  1609),  ^ 
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oeived  snch  satisfacdoD)  as  well  of  the  honour  of  the  action 
and  the  good  that  might  come  to  the  kingdom  and  city  by 
the  same,  as  the  profit  that  was  likely  to  redound  to  par- 
ticular adventurers  as  had  given  good  encouragement  to 
the  committee  and  others  to  become  adventurers  therein, 
and  liberty  was  also  given  for  further  satisfaction,  that  all 
things  should  be  answerable  to  that  which  was  reported, 
that  certain  men  should  be  chosen  and  sent  by  the 
ct^  to  view  the  place,  and  make  return  to  the  city, 
so  that,  if  it  proved  not  answerable  to  that  which  was 
reported,  and  profitable  for  the  undertakers,  the  city 
might  be  at  liberty  to  leave  the  undertaking,  any  thing 
then  done  notwithstanding."  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  court  of  aldermen  ordered  precepts  to  be  sent  to 
the  several  companies  of  the  city,  requiring  them  to  call 
Aeir  companies  together,  to  understand  what  every  par- 
ticular man  would  willingly  adventure  to  the  same,  so  that 
the  committees  might  be  fully  instructed  to  give  answer 
to  the  council  of  Ireland  on  Friday  then  next,  the  28th. 
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Precepts  were  accordingly  issued.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear,  however,  that  this  course  was  pursued;  for  an 
order  of  the  court  of  common  council,  dated  the  1st 
of  August  following,  was  made,  which,  without  taking 
notice  of  any  willing  adventurers,  or  any  offers  of  con- 
tribution, recites,  that  the  privy  council  had,  theretofore, 
signified  His  Majesty's  pleasure  to  divers  aldermen  and 
commoners  concerning  the  intended  plantation,  and 
that  divers  aldermen  and  commoners,  elected  by  that 
court}  had  had  conference  with  the  council  for  Ire^ 
land  about  the  same,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows :  — 
<*  It  is  this  day,  therefore,  upon  the  motion  and  com- 
mandment of  the  lords  of  His  Majesty's  privy  council, 
signified  to  divers  aldermen  and  commoners  of  this  city, 
upon  Sunday  last,  (the  80th  Jtdy)  at  the  council  table, 
concluded  and  agreed,  that  four  wise,  grave,  and  discreet 
iZ  r  4  citizens 
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IftgS,        citizens  of  this  city,  should  be  presently  sent  to  view  the 
^'^^'TiJ^^"^^     place  for  the  intended  plantation  in  Ireland^'  and  it  was 
I  j4i|X4/5p5Rs'     thereupon  ordered,  that  four  persons  therein  named,  JohM, 
Opmpany      ^^^ad^  jj^k  Hamnierslerf,  Bobert  Tremell^  and  Mn 
'\  •jfW^isii      jRffwlej/f  "should  forthwith,  at  the  city's  charges,  undcr- 
Societ)',       ^^^^  ^j^^  voyage  into  Ireland^  and  survey  and  view  the 
place  and  grounds  intended  for  the  new  plantation  there, 
and  make  report  to  the  city,  at  their  return  from  thence, 
of  their  opinion  and  doings  touching  the  same.''    The 
persons  appointed  to  be  viewers  received  from  the  city 
300/.  for  their  expences,  and  then  proceeded  on  their 
mission  to  Ireland. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  at  this  time,  the  King's 
government  was  in  treaty  with  the  city  of  London^  to 
undertake  some  portion  of  his  plantation,  and  that  the 
city,  before  entering  into  any  engagement,  proceeded,  by 
commissioners  or  agents  of  their  own  and  at  their  own 
expence,  to  ascertain  the  facts  necessary  for  their  con- 
sideration. 

By  an  order  of  the  court  of  aldermen  dated  28th  ^o- 
vetnber  1609,  it  appears  that  the  commissioners  had  then 
returned  and  made  their  report,  and  an  additional  sum 
of  100/.  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  them,  and  on  2d  De- 
cember 1609,  the  court  of  common  council,  after  noticing 
that  the  lords  of  the  council  expected  presently  to  he^^t 
the  resolution  of  the  city  touching  the  plantation,  it  wx*^ 
ordered,  that  Sir  Stephen  Soame  and  others,  "  calling  on  t.<> 
them  the  four  commissioners  or  viewers,  should  mc^^ 
together,  to  advise  and  consider  of  all  circumstances  ar^  ^ 
matters  fit  to  be  remembered  about  the  plantation,"  ar'^^ 
they  were  to  be  ready  to  make  report  to  the  next  coromc^^^ 
council,  in  writing,  of  their  opinions  touching  the  sam   '^^ 
"  whereby  the  city's  resolute  answer  concemit^  the  sa^  " 
intended  plantation  might  be  made  and  delivered  to  th^  ^ 
lords  of  the  council "  the  16th  of  December  next. 

on 
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Oa  the  15th  of  December^  the  report  of  the  committee  1838. 
was  made»  and  it  recommended,  in  substance,  that  the  ^^^^^ 
sum  of  money  to  be  expended  should  only  be  15,000/.,  Skinners* 
and  that  the  same  should  be  raised  by  way  of  com-  ^'ppany 
panies,  and  in  companies  by  Uie  poll,  according  to  the  The  Irish 
rate  of  corn  set  upon  every  company ;  but  some  of  the  ^* 

inferior  companies  were  thought  fit  to  be  spared ;  yet  that 
sucl)  as  were^known  able  men  in  those  companies  should 
set  proportionably  with  men  of  like  ability  in  other  com- 
panies; and  for  this  levy  it  was  proposed,  that  an  act 
should  be  passed  in  the  court  of  common  council. 

After  this  statement  as  to  the  sum  and  the  mode  of 
raising  it,  the  committee  claimed,  that  the  Deny  and  the 
town  of  Caleraine  should  be  the  places  where  two  cities 
should  be  erected;   that  unto  Derty  4000,  and  unto 
Coieraine  SOOO  acres  of  land  should  be  laid,  and  that 
the  rest  of  the  territory  and  county  of  Coieraine^  esti- 
mated at  16,000  acres  of  temporal  lands,  should  be 
undertaken.     Various   privileges,  varying   from  those 
mentioned  in  the  first  project,  were  proposed  to  be 
claimed,  and  it  was  suggested,  that,  seven  years'  time 
should  be  asked  for,  '*  to  make  such  other  reasonable 
demands,  as  time  should  show  to  be  needful  but  could 
>  not  presently  be  foreseen."    The  report  then  stated  what 
was  proposed  to  be  done,  and  finally  suggested,  that  all 
things  should  be  managed  and  ruled  as  follows :  <^  It  is 
thought  best  that  a  company  be  constituted  here  in 
London  of  persons  to  be  selected  for  that  purpose,  and 
corporations  to  be  carried  on  in  the  two  cities  otDerry  and 
Coieraine^  but  all  things  concerning  this  plantation  and 
lundertakmg  to  be  managed  and  performed  in  Ireland  by 
advice  and  direction  from  the  company  here  in  London.^ 
The  report,  containing  this  suggestion,  which  was  the 
first  germ  of  the  Irish  Society,  was  approved  by  the 
common  council,  and  Mr.  Recorder  and  others  were 

appointed 
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1 838*  appointed  to  present  the  same^  as  the  city's  answer^  to  the 
^'^"V^'  lords  of  the  council.  This  was  done,  and  the  lords  of 
Skimnbrs'  the  council,  having  objected  that  15,000/.  was  too  small 
Company  ^^  g^^g^  jjj  qq^  accept  the  offer ;  in  consequence  of  which, 
The  Irish  the  court  of  common  council,  on  the  22nd  December^  or- 
^^^y*  dered  that  the  sum  of  5000/.  should  be  added  to  their 
former  report,  in  respect  of  buying  in  of  private  inte- 
rests and  other  charges,  and  the  committees  formerly 
appointed  were  required  to  deliver  the  former  report, 
with  that  sum  added,  as  their  answer  to  the  lords  of  the 
council.  With  this  answer  the  lords  of  the  council  ap- 
peared to  have  been  satisfied,  and  in  contemplation  of 
a  final  agreement,  measures  were  very  soon  adopted  by 
the  city,  for  carrying  the  project  into  execution^  on  their 
part.  On  the  8th  of  January  1609-10,  at  a  common 
council  then  held,  it  was  enacted,  granted,  and  agreed, 
that  Sir  Thomas  Beniiett  and  twenty-two  other  persons 
then  named,  and  the  four  commissioners  or  viewers  that 
were  sent  from  the  city  into  Ireland  to  view  the  intended 
place  for  plantation  should,  firom  time  to  time,  meet  and 
have  conference,  as  well  amongst  themselves  as  with  such 
commissioners  as  should  be  appointed  by  the  lords  of 
the  council,  touching  the  intended  plantation  in  lister; 
and  the  said  committees  before  named  were  to  take 
advised  care  and  consideration  of  all  matters  whatsoever, 
that  to  them,  in  their  discretion,  should  be  thought  fit  to 
be  propounded,  moved,  or  done  on  the  behalf  of  the 
city,  touching  the  same  plantation,  as  the  matter  itself, 
being  of  that  consequence  and  importance,  did  merit, 
and  Sir  Thomas  Bennett  was  appointed  to  be  the  presi- 
dent of  the  said  committees. 

And  it  was  further  enacted,  for  ilie  better  expediting 
of  the  service,  that  a  present  taxation  should  be  made 
of  the  said  sum  of  20,000/.,  and  a  present  levy  made 
of  one-fourth  part  thereof,  and  that  the  sum  of  5000/. 

should 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  611 

should  be  raised  by  way  of  companies  of  the  city,  and  1838. 
ID  companies  by  the  poU,  according  to  the  rate  of  com  ^"^wT^^ 
set  upon  every  company;  that  some  of  the  inferior  Skinners' 
companies  were  to  be  spared,  yet  such  as  were  known  Company 
able  men  in  those  companies  were  tabe  set  proportionably  The  Irish 
with  men  of  like  ability  in  other  companies,  according,  as  ^^^' 

in  the  report  of  the  committees,  confirmed  by  the  common 
council,  is  mentioned ;  the  same  monies  to  be  speedily 
raised,  and  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  feast  of  the 
purification  next  ensuing,  unto  Mr.  Cornelius  Fiske^ 
chamberlain  of  the  city,  who,  by  the  said  court,  was  ap- 
pointed treasurer,  as  well  for  the  receipt  and  payment 
of  the  said  5000/.,  as  of  the  rest,  being  15,000^,  when 
it  should  be  required.  On  the  following  day,  (the  9th 
of  January)  precepts  were  issued  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  into  effect  the  taxation  and  levy  accordingly. 

The  Lords  of  the  council  and  the  committees  of 
the  city  soon  afterwards  came  to  an  agreement. 
Articles  were  drawn  up  and  settled;  they  bear  date 
the  28th  of  January y  1609-10,  and  they  were  approved 
and  allowed  by  the  court  of  common  council  on  the  30th 
of  the  same  month ;  and  fi'om  the  course  of  proceed- 
ing which  I  have  stated,  it  appears,  that  although  it  was 
at  one  time  suggested  that  individuals  should  willingly 
undertake  or  voluntarily  contribute  to  the  undertaking, 
everything,  at  length,  centered  in  the  city,  and  in  the 
court  of  common  council  as  representing  the  city :  the 
ci^  undertook  and  was  to  perform;  the  city  was  to 
provide  the  funds,  and  the  city  was  to  have  the  profit ; 
the  city  was  set  in  motion,  by  what  has  been  called  the 
pressure  of  the  Crown  or  of  the  government,  and  was, 
by  its  agents,  the  contracting  party  with  the  govern- 
ment. With  the  companies,  otherwise  than  as  they  were 
involved  in  or  formed  part  of  the  general  body  of  the 
city,  the  Crown  had  no  negotiation  or  dealing.    The 

Crown 
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Crown  did  not,  as  it  seems,  concern  itself,  either  with 
die  means  by  which  the  city  was  to  perform  its  under* 
taking,  or  with  the  inducements  to  be  held  out  to  iudi* 
Viduals,  further  than  as  such  inducements  were  secured 
by-  the  general  terms  of  the  project,  and  the  motives 
and  reasons  presented  to  the  city.  It  may  reasonably 
be  supposed,  that  when  the  court  of  common  council,  in 
performance  of  the  contract,  found  it  necessary  to  exer- 
cise a  somewhat  questionable  power  of  taxation,  sug« 
gesttons  of  some  benefit  to  result  to  those  upon  whom 
the  charge  was  imposed,  would,  in  some  manner,  be 
made,  and  that  such  was  the  case  is  extremely  pro- 
bable from  the  nature  of  the  transaction  itself,  and  is 
apparent  from  the  subsequent  proceedings ;  but  in  the 
formal  acts  at  the  time,  the  companies  are  treated  as  the 
instruments  by  which  the  sums  assessed  or  the  amounts 
taxed  should  be  levied,  and  the  levies  were  not  made 
upon  any  property  of  the  companies,  but  in  companies 
by  the  poll.  That  the  levies  wei*e  compulsory  and  en- 
forced against  reluctant  parties  by  the  power  of  the 
city,  is  shewn  by  abundant  evidence  in  this  case. 


At  the  same  common  council  by  which  the  agreement 
was  approved  and  allowed,  it  was  ordained  and  enacted, 
that  **  for  the  better  ordering,  directing,  and  effecting  of 
all  things  touching  and  concerning  the  said  plantation 
and  the  business  thereunto  belonging,  there  should  be  a 
company  constituted  and  established  within  the  city  of 
Lotidon"  which  should  consist  of  one  governor,  one 
deputy  to  the  governor,  and  twenty-four  assistants;  that 
the  governor  and  five  of  the  assistants  should  be  alder- 
men ;  that  Mr.  Recorder  should  be  one  of  the  assistants, 
and  that  the  deputy  and  the  rest  of  the  assistants  should 
be  commoners  of  the  city ;  and  after  providing  for  the 
continuance  of  the  company  by  election  in  the  court  of 
common  council,  cind,  appointing  the  present  members  of 

the 
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the  company,  it  was  enacted  and  agfeed^  that  the  com* 
pany  should  have  authority  to  hold  courts,  and  in  the  same 
to  treat  and  determine  of  all  matters  and  causes  concern* 
ing  the  business  that  to  them,  in  their  discretion^  should 
be  thought  fit;  and  also  to  direct,  appoint,  and  demand 
what  should  be  done  or  performed,  on  behalf  of  the  city, 
touching  the  plantation,  and  to  give  orders  and  direo^ 
tions  in  England  into  Ireland^  for  the  ordering  and  diso 
posing  of  all  things  concerning  the  intended  plantjitioo, 
or  any  jthing  belonging  to  the  citizens  of  lAmdon  under- 
taking in  that  part  of  Ireland,  as  also  for  the  receiving, 
ordering,  disposing,  and  disbursing  of  all  sums  of 
money  that  were  or  should  be  collected  or  gathered 
for  that  purpose,  and  generally,  for  any  other  matter 
incident  or  belonging  to  the  business  and  afibirs  in 
Ulster. 


18S8. 
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This  enactment  or  order  was  the  practical  adop- 
tion, by  the  city  of  London^  of  the  suggestion  made  by 
the  commissioners  in  the  preceding  month  of  December. 
This  company  as  it  is  called,  though  it  was  only  a  com- 
mittee of  persons  appointed  by  the  court  of  common 
council,  was  the  Irish  Society  previously  to  its  incor- 
poration, and  may  be  conveniently  distingubhed  by  that 
name.  It  proceeded  to  carry  into  effect  the  agreement 
entered  into  with  the  Crown,  and  the  members  of  the 
Society  were  so  far  recognised  by  the  Crown,  that  ap- 
plications were  made  to  them  in  respect  of  matters  relat- 
ing to  the  plantation.  Thus,  by  an  order  of  the  common 
council,  dated  7th  of  Jtme  1610,  it  appears,  that  the 
King's  Commissioners  for  Ireland^  desired  that  20(K) 
ncres  of  land  agreed  by  the  articles  to  be  passed  to  the 
city,  should  be  spared  and  left  out  of  the  intended  assur- 
ance, to  the  intent  that  the  same  might  be  otherwise 
disposed  of,  and  that  Alderman  Cockaincj  the  governor, 
bad  signified  that  tlie  company  [society]^  of  themselves, 

had 
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1838.        bad  not  power  to  comply  with  that  desire^  but  that  the 

^^"V^^     same  was  to  be  done  by  act  of  commcm  council^  and 

Skinners'     bad  promised  the  commissioners  to  propound  the  same 

Company      ^^  ^^  ^^^^  court  of  common  council  then  to  be  holden ; 

The  Irish     which  being  done^  it  was  ordered,  that  the  intended 

^^^^^'       assurance  from  His  Majesty  should  be  made  for  the 

whole  quantity,  according  to  the  intent  of  die  article, 

without  omitting  the  2000  acres  in  question.     Again  in 

jy^,^1610,  the  King's  Msh  Commissioners  made  to  the 

company  or  society  four  proposals,  which  were  reported 

to  the  common  council,  by  whom  two  of  the  proposals 

were  acceded  to  and  the  other  two  were  rejected,  **  ia 

regard,  it  was  conceived,  the  granting  and  yielding  to 

them  would  prove  to  be  very  prejudicial  to  the  city;** 

upon  a  subsequent  day,  one  of  the  rejected  proposals 

was  yielded. 

On  the  14th  of  January^  1610-11,  an  order  made  by 
the  court  of  common  council  affords  the  first  formal 
intimation,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  companies  of  the 
city  were  to  be  concerned  or  interested  in  the  intended 
plantation.  After  authorising  the  Society  to  let  the 
fishings  for  seven  years,  for  such  fine  or  rent  as  they 
should  think  fit  and  convenient,  for  the  most  benefit 
and  profit  of  the  city,  it  was  ordered,  that  precepts 
should  forthwith  be  sent  to  every  several  company  o{ 
the  city,  <^  to  require  them  to  assemble  themselves  to- 
gether, and  to  advise  amongst  themselves,  whether  tUey 
would  consent  and  agree  to  take  and  accept  of  lands,  in 
lieu  of  the  monies  already  by  them  disbursed  or  to  be 
disbursed  towards  the  said  plantation,  and  so  to  build 
and  plant  the  same,  at  their  own  cost  and  charges  ac- 
cordingly, as  by  the  printed  book  of  the  plantation  was 
required ;  or  else,  whether  they  would  refer  the  letting 
of  the  lands  there,  and  the  managing  of  the  whole  busi- 
ness there,  unto  the  said  Governor  and  assistants  of  the 

Society 
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Society  for  the  time  being ;  and  that  every  company  be 
required,  by  the  same  precept,  to  deliver  their  answer  in 
writing  on  Saturday  then  next  in  the  forenoon,  at  the 
GuildAallj  unto  the  said  Governor  and  assistants,  whe« 
ther  of  the  two  said  offers  they  will  embrace;  to  the 
intent  that  the  said  Governor  and  assistants,  upon  the 
answer  of  the  several  companies  of  the  city,  may  make 
a  perfect  relation  to  the  next  court  of  common  council 
there  to  be  holden,  which  was  appointed  to  be  on 
Mondty  next,  touching  the  resolution  of  the  several 
companies  of  the  said  city,  to  the  intent  that  such 
further  course  might  then  be  taken  therein  as  should  be 
thought  fit" 


18S8. 


The 
Skinnbes* 
Company 

The  Irish 
Society. 


In  the  precept  which  was  issued  in  pursuance  of  this 
order,  and  which  bears  date  the  last  day  otjannafy^  1610- 
1 1,  it  was  recited,  that  the  King  had  granted  unto  the  city 
of  Lmtdon  the  city  of  Deny  and  town  of  Colerainej  with 
7000  acres  of  common  land  thereunto  adjoining,  and 
fishings,  and  divers  other  immunities,  privileges,  and  firan- 
chises,  paying  four  marks  per  annum,  and  that  the  city 
had  undertaken  to  dispend  in  building  of  houses  and 
fortifications,  and  for  fi'eeing  of  foreign  titles  the  sum  of 
20,000/.,  and  that  also  His  Majesty  had  further  granted 
to  the  city,  divers  other  lands  in  the  county  of  Cole^ 
raine,  and  other  undertaken  lands  to  build  thereupon, 
which  building  was  to  be  performed  in  such  manner  as 
was  expressed  in  the  printed  bo<^  then  extant,  yet  with 
this  addition,  that  they  were  to  have  and  enjoy  the  same 
lands  after  the  Irish  measure,  being  far  better  than  other 
ordinary  undertakers  had;  and  then  the  precept  pro- 
ceeds as  follows :  —  ^*  And  forasmuch  as  the  Governors 
and  committees  for  the  plantation  in  Ireland  are  now 
instantly  to  take  care  for  the  letting  and  disposing  of 
the  lands  in  the  county  of  Coleraine^  and  other  lands 
so  undertaken,  to  be  used  and  managed  for  the  benefit 

of 
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1 838.  of  tills  city,  which  would  otherwise  pr6ve  a  great  hin-* 
^*^^^^  drance  and  loss,  especially  for  that  the  time  of  the  year 
Skimnbrs*  is  now  most  convenient  for  the  plantation  to  proceed. 
Company  ^^^  j^  -^  thought  fit,  that  the  offer  of  those  lands  be  first 
The  Irish  made  to  the  several  companies  of  this  city,  who  have 
"  ^*  and  are  to  disburse  the  same,  and  bear  the  charges 
of  buildings  before  mendoned :  these  are  therefore  to 
charge  and  command  you,  that  yourselves,  together 
with  the  assistants  of  such  other  of  your  company  as 
you  shall  think  fitting,  do  forthwith  assemble  together, 
and  advise,  whether  you  will  accept  of  a  proportion  of 
the  same  lands,  according  to  the  quantity  of  your  dis- 
bursements, to  be  by  you  undertaken  and  managed,  ac- 
cording to  the  printed  book  for  plantation,  or  that  you 
will  refer  the  letting  and  disposing  thereof  to  the 
Governor  and  committees.  And  that  you  certify  to  the 
Governor  and  committees,  in  writing  under  your  hands, 
at  the  Guildhall^  on  or  before  the  7th  day  of  February 
next  coming,  what  shall  be  your  full  determination 
tiierein,  to  the  end  the  business  may  the  sooner  be 
efiected,  wherein  you  are  to  take  advertisement,  that 
your  companies  are  to  pay  and  bear  their  proportion  of 
the  charge  of  the. building,  fortifications,  and  freeing  of 
the  titles,  whether  they  accept  of  the  said  offer  of  the 
lands  or  no;  and  also,  that  notwithstanding  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  lands,  you  shall  likewise  still  be  par- 
takers of  all  benefits  of  fishing,  with  the  profits  of  the 
towns  and  other  immunities  whatsoever/' 

In  consequence  of  these  proceedings,  eight  of  the 
principal,  and  ten  of  the  inferior  companies  signified 
their  consents  to  accept  of  the  lands,  to  plant  upon  tlie 
same  according  to  the  printed  book  of  plantation,  and 
the  other  companies  signified  their  denial;  whereupon 
it  was,  on  the  28th  oi  February^  1610-11,  ordered,  thai 
the  companies  who  consented  should  have  lands  allotted 

to 
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to  them,  and  provision  was  made  for  the  event  oF  the         188^. 

other  companies  within  a  fortnight,  and  upon  further  ^^rJi'^ 

consideration,  altering  their  minds,  and  consenting  to  Seii9;^r^ 

accept  of  lands  in  lieu  of  the  monies  disbursed  and  to  be  Com{toijr 

disbursed  by  them  towards  the  plantation  in  Ireland.  The  latsa 

Society. 

From  these  documents,  it  appears  to  have  been  under- 
stood, that  tlie  companies  of  the  city  had  not  previously 
undertaken  the  plantation,  but  that  the  plantation,  bemg 
undertaken  by  the  city,  was,  in  default  of  other  means, 
to  be  carried  into  execution  by  the  society,  or  com- 
mittee appointed  by  the  city,  but  that  it  was  thought 
desirable,  that  the  undertaking  should  be,  at  least  in 
part,  performed  by  the  incorporated  companies;  and 
that  the  city,  having  entered  into  the  undertaking, 
having,  by  their  power,  levied  the  means  of  carrying  it 
on,  and  being  actually  engaged  in  carrying  it  on,  by 
their  Governor  and  committee  or  company,  offered  to 
each  of  the  incorporated  companies  an  option,  either  to 
undertake  the  plantation  of  a  portion  of  the  lands  ac- 
cording to  the  printed  book  for  plantation,  or  to  refer 
the  letting  and  disposing  thereof  to  the  Governor  and 
committees.  It  was  an  offer,  (which,  by  some  of  the 
companies,  was  at  this  time  accepted,)  to  give  or  allot 
lands,  in  lieu  of  the  monies  disbursed  and  to  be  dis- 
bursed towards  the  plantation,  and  the  companies  were 
informed,  fhiat  whether  they  accepted  the  land  or  not, 
they  were  to  pay  and  bear  their  proportions  of  the 
charges  of  buildings,  fortifications,  and  freeing  titles, 
and  t6at^  nbtWithstandihg  their  acceptance  of  the  lands, 
they  shbttid  be  'pa^tdkers  of  all  benefits  of  fishings,  with 
the  jfyfofits  of  the  towns  and  other  immunities  whatso- 
everi '"  ""  '  '"" 

After  tlieie' proceedings,  the  undertaking  continued  to 

be  carried  on  by  the  company  or  society,  under  the  con- 

Vol.  VII.  a  s  trol 
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]888.        trol  of  the  city:  the  money  mentioned  was  levied,  in- 
'^^T^^^     creased  taxation,  and  additional  levies  became  necessary, 
Seinnbrs'     and  were  made.     On  the  credit  of  them,  the  city  ad- 
ompany      yanced  monies  to  the  Society,  which  wer^  afterwards 
The  Irish     repaid,  and  the  power,  which  the  city  exercised,  of  com- 
^'      mitment,  was  frequently  acted  upon  to  compel  payment 
of  the  assessments.     It  is  to  be  observed,  that  by  an  order 
of  common  council,  dated  the  lOth  of  July^  1610-11,  by 
which  an  additional  taxation  of  10,000/.,  and  a  present 
levy  of  5000/.  was  ordered,  the  precept  which  was  then 
ordered  was  to  require  every  several  company  to  as- 
semble and  advise  among  themselves,  and,  thereupon, 
certify  to  the  Governor  and  committee  of  the  plantation, 
whether  they  would  willingly  yield  to   the   supply  of 
10,000/.,  or  would  be  content  to  lose  all  the  money 
they  had  already  disbursed,  and  pass  over  their  right 
therein  to  such  as  would  undertake  the  payment  for 
them,  and  to  free  and  discharge  them  of  all  other  pay- 
ments thereafter  touching  the  plantation* 

It  is  apparent,  that  at  this  time,  the  companies  were 
understood  to  have  an  interest  in  the  sums  they  bad 
been  compelled  to  pay,  and  the  court  of  common  coun- 
cil was  probably  understood  to  have  power  to  declare  a 
forfeiture. 

During  the  time  to  which  I  have  hitherto  referredi 
no  charter  had  been  granted,[but  the  city  had  proceeded, 
on  the  faith  that  an  assurance  of  the  land  would  be 
made  to  them.  The  lands  are,  in  the  precept  of  the  last 
day  of  January^  1610-11,  mentioned  as  having  been 
granted,  though  in  fact  they  were  not  so,  and  on  the  8th 
of  Janitmy  1612-13  it  was  ordered,  that  Mr.  WiUim 
Cockayne^  the  first  governor  of  the  company,  should  be 
and  continue  governor,   until  the  assurance  from  the 

King 
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King  unto  the  city  concerning  the  plantation  should  be        1838  • 
obtained  and  finished.  Th*^^ 

Skinnbbs* 
The  charter  oi  James  was  obtained  soon  after  the  date        ^"™pan> 
of  this  order.     It  is  dated  the  29th  day  of  March^  1613,      The  Ibish 
and  after  reciting  the  King's  intention,  and  that  the  mayor,  ^' 

commonalty,  and  citizens  of  London  had  laudably  under- 
taken a  considerable  part  of  the  plantation  in  Ulster^  and 
were  making  progress  therein,  proceeds  to  consolidate 
the  city  and  town  of  Deny^  and  all  the  territories  and 
hereditaments  thereby  granted,  into  one  county  to  be 
palled  the  county  of  Londonderry ;  to  declare  that  the 
city  of  Derry  should  be  called  Londonderry^  to  define 
the  extent  of  the  city  of  Londonderry  and  town  of 
CQleraine^  to  incorporate  the  citizens  of  Londonderry 
and  to  declare,  that  they  should  have  a  mayor,  alder- 
men, sherifTs  and  chamberlain.  The  mayor,  com- 
monalty, and  citizens  were  empowered  to  make  laws 
and  ordinances,  so  that  such  laws  and  ordinances  were 
certified  by  the  city  of  Londonderry^  under  their  common 
seal,  to  the  Society  of  the  Governor  and  assistants, 
London^  of  the  new  plantation  in  Ulsta-  after  mentioned, 
within  four  months  after  the  making  of  such  laws  and 
ordinances,  to  the  intent  that  the  same  Society  might 
ratify  and  confirm  such  laws  and  ordinances,  within  six 
months  after  the  delivery  of  the  certificate,  or  else,  within 
the  same  time,  to  declare  the  same  to  be  improper.  The 
laws  and  ordinances  were  to  be  valid  when  confirmed 
))y  the  Society ;  but  if  declared  improper,  were  to  be 
wholly  void* 

The  charter  then  appointed  the  first  mayor  and 
aldermen,  sheriffs,  chamberlain,  and  chief  burgesses, 
and  then  proceeded  to  constitute  the  Irish  Society, 
*'  for  the  better  ordering,  directing,  and  governing  ail 

Ss  2  and 
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1838.  and  all  manner  of  things,  for  and  concerning  the  citizens 
^^^IJl*^"^  and  city  of  Londondetri/t  and  the  county  of  ljond(m^ 
Skimnbrs*  derrt/i  and  the  plantation  to  be  made  within  the  same 
onopany  ^j^^  ^^  county,  and  other  businesses  belonging  to  the 
The  Irish  same."  After  incorporating  the  Society,  giving  them 
power  to  purchase,  receive,  and  possess  lands,  directing 
the  constitution  and  mode  of  election,  and  naming  the 
first  members,  the  charter  granted  that  the  members,  or 
any  nine  of  them,  whereof  the  governor  or  his  deputy 
was  to  be  one,  should  have  full  power  of  assembling  aod 
holding  a  court,  and  in  the  same  court  and  meeting  ^to 
do,  hear,  transact,  and  determine  all  and  all  manner  of 
matters  and  things  whatsoever  of,  for,  or  concerning  the 
plantation  or  government  aforesaid.''  And  also  to  direct, 
constitute,  and  ordain,  (for  and  on  the  part  of  the  ci^ 
of  London  in  England)^  all  **  things  which  for  or  con- 
cerning the  plantation,  supply,  or  establishm^it,  con« 
stitution,  and  government  of  the  city  of  Londonderry^  and 
of  all  other  the  lands  and  tenements  thereafter  granted, 
should  seem  to  be  most  profitable  and  expedient."  And 
also  to  send  orders  and  directions  from  England  to  Ire" 
land  *^  for  the  ordering,  directing,  and  disposing  of  all 
and  all  manner  of  matters  and  things  whatsoever  of  or 
concerning  the  same  plantation,  or  the  disposition  or 
government  thereof,  and  also  for  the  receipt,  ordering^ 
and  laying  out  of  all  sums  of  money  now  collected  and 
received,  or  hereafter  to  be  collected  and  received,  and 
generally  any  other  cause,  matter,  or  thing  whatsoever 
concerning  the  direction  or  ordering  the  plantation 
aforesaid,  or  concerning  any  other  things  whatsoever, 
which,  by  the  true  intent  of  the  charter,  could  or  ought 
to  be  done  by  them,  for  the  better  government  and  rule 
of  the  city  and  county  of  Londonderry r 

The  charter,  after  giving  power  to  elect  officers,  and 
to  make  ordinances  for  the  government  of  Londonderry 

for 
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for  ten  years,  nnd  mnking  many  other  regulations  re-  1838. 
specting  Londonderry^  grants  to  the  Irish  Society  and  ^"^qnT^^ 
their  successors  the  several  ports,  towns,  and  lands  Skinners' 
which  are  described  at  great  length,  and  all  fealty  and  ^on»P">y 
services  &c.,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances,  to  be  The  Irish 
held  as  amply  as  the  King  had  the  same,  with  certain  ex-  ^  ^* 

ceptions  specified  ;  to  hold  the  premises,  to  the  only  pro- 
per "Use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Society  of  the  Governor 
and  assistants,  and  their  successors  fo?  ever^  to  hold  the 
city  of  Londondenyj  and  the  4000  acres,  next  adjoining 
upon  the  Derry  side,  and  the  town  of  Colerainej  and  the 
3000  acres  to  the  same  adjoining,  of  the  King,  in  free 
burgage,  as  of  the  castle  of  Dublin^  and  to  hold  the  rest 
of  the  premises  of  the  King,  as  of  his  castle  of  Dublin^ 
by  fealty  only,  in  free  and  common  socage,  render- 
ing the  rents  therein  mentioned.  The  Society  cove- 
nanted to  convey  certain  lands  to  the  Bishop  and  Dean 
of  Derry  within  a  year,  to  keep  and  maintain  for  ever 
the  fort  of  Ctdmore^  to  convey  certain  glebe  lands 
within  a  year.  Provision  was  then  made  that  the  timber 
growing  on  the  lands  of  Glunkonkeine  and  KilUtragh 
should  for  ever  after  be  converted  towards  the  plantation, 
and  the  building  of  bouses  and  edifices  to  be  made  as 
therein  mentioned,  and  to  be  spent  towards  other  neces- 
sary uses  for  the  kingdom  of  Ireland^  in  the  same  king- 
dom, and  not  for  any  other  cause  to  be  merchandised  or 
sold.  The  customs  were  then  granted  to  the  Society 
for  99  years  for  a  rent  of  1 35.  M. :  the  office  of  Admiral 
was  granted  for  ever,  on  the  coast  or  shores  of  Tyr^ 
connelf  Cokraine^  and  county  of  L/mdondeny^  and  to 
these  were  added  various  other  important  powers  and 
privileges. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  by  an  order  of  the  30th 
January^  1 610-1 1,  the  Irish  committee,  or  company,  as 
it'  was  called,  was  made  to  consist  of  the  Governor, 

S5  3  deputy 
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1838.        deputy  governor,  and   twenty-four   assistants.     By  an 
^^^■V*^^     order  of  the  31st  May,   1611,  eleven  assistants  were 
Skinners*     added,  and  by  the   last  appointment  previous  to  the 
Company      charter,  which  was  made  by  the  court  of  conimon  counGil 
The  Irish      on  the  8lh  January,  1612-13,  the  conlpatiy  con^iisted  of 
Society,       ^j^^  governor,  deputy  governor,  and  thirty-three  assist- 
ants.   The  charter  reduced  the  assistants  to  the  origind 
number  of  twenty-four,  but  the  Governor,  the  depdtjr 
governor,  and  the  twenty-four  assistants  named  in  the 
charter,  were  the  same  Governor,  deputy  governor,  and 
twenty-four  of  the  thirty-thtee  assistants  chdsen  by  the 
city  in  Jaiiuary,  1612-13. 

Frotn  this  statement,  it  is  apparent,  that  the  triA 
Society  originated  with  the  city,  and  that  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  chatter,  though  by  no  means 
identical  with,  were  suggested  by,  the  powers  given  to  it 
by  the  order  of  the  30th  January,  1610,  Itnd  it  may  rea- 
sonably be  inferred,  that  it  Was,  at  the  request  of  the  city, 
that  the  constitution  of  the  Society,  and  the  powers  to 
be  conferred  upon  it,  were  considered  ftnd  gratited  by 
the  Crown. 

But  this  makes  no  difference  in  the  effect  of  the 
constitution,  or  in  the  inferences  to  be  deduced  from 
the  powers  granted  to  the  Society  by  the  charter,  and  it 
is,  I  think,  impossible  to  read  and  consider  the  charter, 
without  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  powers 
granted  to  the  Society  were  more  extensive  than,  and 
very  different  from,  any  which  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
affairs  are  vested,  or  would,  upon  this  occasion,  have 
been  invested,  in  mere  private  trustees  for  the  benefit 
of  particular  undertakers.  The  powers,  indeed,  are 
many  of  them  of  a  public  and  political  nature,  and 
considering  the  charter  in  connection  with  the  contem- 
poraneous circumstances,  I  think  it  must  have  been  un- 
derstood 
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derstood  that  the  powers  and  estates  granted  to  the  lb38. 
Irish  Society  were  given  for  the  public  purposes  of  the  ^^vC^^ 
plantations  and^  so  far  as  was  consistent  with  those  pur-  Skinners' 
poses,  for  the  benefit  of  the  city  of  London ;  and  in-  ompaiiy 
dep^dently  of  the  public  or  general  benefits,  which  The  Irish 
might  accrue  from  the  encouragement  or  increase  of  ^* 

trade  with  Ireland^  and  the  employment  of  persons  who 
might  be  disposed  to  emigrate  thither,  and  the  better  go- 
rernment  and  rule  of  the  city  and  county  of  Londonderry^ 
it  was  intended  and  understood,  that  the  companies  of 
London  were,  with  the  burthen  of  undertaking  the 
plantation  of  such  lands  as  might  be  allotted  to  them,  to 
receive  such  benefits  as  were  offered  to,  and  might  be 
realised  by  other  undertakers,  on  the  conditions  pro- 
posed by  the  original  book  for  plantation,  accompanied 
by  such  additional  advantages  and  protection,  as  were 
intended  to  be  secured  by  the  power  and  interest  of  the 
city  of  London^  and  by  the  constitution  of  the  Iri$h 
Society,  and  the  powers  conferred  upon  it. 

Tb^  companies  of  London  are  in  no  way  mentioned 
in  the  charter,  nor  does  the  Crown  appear  to  have 
noticed  them,  at  the  time  in  any  way ;  but  the  previous 
appointment  of  the  Society,  committees  or  company, 
by  the  court  of  common  council,  and  the  previous 
proposals  and  offers  made  by  the  Society  to  the  com- 
panies, as  well  as  the  events  which  soon  followed  the 
date  of  the  charter,  appear  to  tne  to  shew,  that  the 
companies  were  intended  to  profit  in  the  way  that  I 
have  mentioned ;  and  it  would  further  appear,  that  not 
the  eighteen  companies  only  who  are  mentioned  in  the 
order  of  the  28th  February^  1610-11,  but  all  the  other 
companies  had  consented  to  become  undertakers.  The 
charter  expressly  states^  that  the  Society  was  to  have 
power  to  make  ordinances,  on  the  part  and  behalf  of 

Ss  4  the 
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1838.        the  city  of  London,  and   it  does  not  seem   that  the 

^'^[Jij^'^      Society  did,  under  the  charter,  arrogate  any  independ- 

Skinners'     €nt  authority. 
Company 

V. 

The  Irish  '       So  early  as  Aj^il,  1613,  additional  funds  were  want- 
ciety.       jj^g^   ^^j  jj.   bgjj^mg    necessary   to  consider   how  the 

division  of  lands  among  the  companies  was  to  be 
effected ;  by  an  order  of  common  council  dated  the 
30th  day  of  that  month,  an  additional  levy  of  10,000/. 
was  ordered,  and  it  was  enacted,  that  every  several 
company  of  the  city  should  have  its  several  share 
and  proportion  of  the  lands,  according  to  the  monies 
by  them  disbursed;  respecting  the  goodness  or  bad- 
ness thereof,  the  same  lands  to  lie  all  entirely  together, 
and  not  dispersedly  in  several  places,  and  that  the 
same  lands  should  be  proportioned,  according  to  the 
goodness  or  badness  thereof;  with  respect  to  that  where 
the  land  was  bad,  an  allowance  should  be  made  in  the 
quantity,  to  make  it  equal  in  value  to  that  which  was 
better,  so  that  no  prejudice,  or  as  little  as  might  be, 
miglit  happen  to  any  company  in  the  allotting  of  the 
said  lands,  which  were  afterwards  intended  to  be 
divided  by  lots.  On  communication  of  the  King's 
pleasure  by  the  Recorder  and  Governor  of  the  Society, 
it  was,  on  the  24th  of  JunCf  1613,  ordered,  that  as  well 
certain  walls  and  fortifications,  as  also  certain  houses  in 
Derry,  should  be  raised,  made,  and  builded  up  together, 
and  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  the  committees  ap- 
pointed for  the  said  plantation  should  think  fit  and 
direct  in  that  behalf.  By  a  further  order  of  common 
council,  made  on  the  same  day,  after  reciting  that  *^  in 
so  noble  a  work  so  taken  to  heart  by  the  King,  and 
wherein  this  city,  upon  the  hopeful  success  thereof,  had 
already  expended  and  were  like  further  to  expend  great 
sums  of  money,  it  was  generally  thought  fit,  (as  a  matter 
much  importuning  (he  advancement  of  the  said  work, 

ab 
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as  well  for  the  general  satisfaction  of  the  several  com-        1858. 
panics  of  the  city  who  had  undertaken  the  same,  as  also     ^'^ij^jf^^ 
for  accommodating  such  other  affairs  and  circumstances,      Skinners* 
as  from  time  to  time  thereafter  should  be  offered  to  the      Company 
further  consideration  of  that  court))  that  some  great  and     The  Irish 
worthy  magistrate  of  the  city,  accompanied  by  some       Society, 
commoner  of  special  countenance  and  credit,  should  be 
sent  into  those  parts,  on  the  behalf  of  the  city,  to  take 
exact  notice,  view,  and  account  of  the  whole  work  of 
plantation,  and  of  every  circumstance  and  thing  apper* 
taining  thereunto.'' 

Mr.  Alderman  Smithies  and  Mr.  Matthias  Spring" 
ham  were  accordingly  appointed  to  go  into  Ireland^  ^ 
and  in  the  meantime  to  confer  with  the  Governor, 
deputy  ^governor,  and  assistants  of  the  Irish  Society 
for  their  better  instruction,  and  to  inform  themselves  of 
the  things  necessary  to  be  remembered ;  and  authority 
was  given  to  them,  by  the  court  of  common  council, 
'*  to  take  an  exact  notice,  view,  and  account  of  the  plant- 
ation, and  of  all  works  and  other  things  whatsoever  done, 
and  to  be  done,  and  of  all  disbursements  and  accounts 
concerning  the  same,  as  also  to  judge,  control,  place, 
displace,  disprove,  redress,  reform,  correct,  and  direct, 
(so  far  as  to  them  should  seem  reasonable),  all  persons 
employed  for  the  city's  use,  disbursements,  and  service 
in  and  about  the  plantation,  and  generally  to  do  and 
execute  every  further  act  which  to  them  might  be 
thought  meet,  for  the  better  ordering  and  governing 
the  plantation,  and  the  affairs  concerning  the  same,  to 
the  intent,  that  upon  their  return  and  relation  of  their 
proceedings,  the  court  of  common  council  might  grow 
to  such  final  resolution  touching  the  plantation,  as 
should  be  thought  fit  and  most  convenient,"  and  that  the 
charges  of  the  negotiation  should  be  defrayed  by  the 
^ish  Society,  out  of  the  general  stock  of  the  plantation* 

This 
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1888.  This   order  is    remarkable,    as   shewing  the   great 

^■^^V^^     power,  which,  after  the  charter,  the  city  of  London  ex- 

SttiNNERs'     ercised,  and  contemplated  the  future  exercise  of,  over 

Company      ^^  plantation  and  the  afikirs  thereof,  as  well   as   the 

.    The  Irish      importance  which  was,  at  that  time,  attached  to  the  satis* 

^  ^*       faction  which  should  be  given  to  the  companies.     No 

doubt  seems  to  have  been  entertained,  that  the  Society, 

whatever  its  own  powers  might  be,  would  act  according 

to  the  suggestions  and  views  of  the  city,  and  that  the 

city,  whatever  other  objects  they  had  to  promote,  were 

l)ound,  in  duty  or  in  policy,  to  satisfy  the  companies. 

As  the  necessary  expense  was  not  yet  defrayed,  as  the 

power  of  the  city  over  the  companies  afforded  the  only 

means  of  raising  the  money,  and  as  public  and  general 

objects  were  to  be  attained,  it  does  not  appear  difficult 

to  account  for  the  conduct  of  the  several  parties. 

Very  full  instructions  appear  to  have  been  given  to 
the  commissioners,  and  on  the  Si\i  oi  November^  1613, 
Mr.  Alderman  Smithies  delivered  the  report  of  himself 
and  Mr.  Springham^  dated  the  15th  of  October^  1613,  to 
the  court  of  common  council ;  and  the  report,  after  stating 
several  abuses  and  negligences  which  had  occurred,  and 
the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  in  respect  thereof, 
and  stating  their  opinions,  that  if  it  should  stand  with 
the  liking  of  the  city,  some  convenient  wall  of  brick  or 
stone  might  thereafter  be  made  about  the  castle  of 
Culmore^  proceeded  as  follows :  —  "  Whereas  it  was  ge- 
nerally desired,  that  a  division  should  be  made  of  all  the 
landsT  by  and  amongst  the  several  companies  undertak- 
ing in  this  plantation,  we  have,  with  great  travail,  first 
viewed  the  lands,  and  carefully  inquired  after  the  true 
value  of  every  balliboe,  and  thereupon,  wirti  great  care 
and  pains,  and  with  the  assistance  and  advice  of  the 
gentlemen  of  the  country,  the  city's  agents,  and  sur- 
veyors, proceeded  to  make  an   equal   division  of  the 

land 
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land  into  twelve  parts,  wherein  we  have  used  our  best        1838. 
skill  and  diligence,  and  haVe  done  the  same  i^  equally      ^"^mf^^ 
as  possibly  we  could  devise,  the  form  of  which  division     Skinners' 
We  have  here  brought  you,  together  with  the  plot  of      ^™P*ny   ^ 
the   same.     But  for  the   city  of  Londonderry  and  the     The  Ibish 
4000  acres  there,  and  the  town  of  Coleraine  and  the       8oc>«*y- 
3000  acres  appointed  to  the  same,  the  ferries,  and  the 
fishings,  we  are  of  opinion  that  a  division  cannot  be 
fitly  made  of  them,  but  the  rents  and  profits  of  them 
may  be  divided,  and  go  amongst  the  several  companies ; 
and  we  advise  that  upon  the  division,  it  be  provided, 
that  where  a  proportion  of  land  shall  want  timber  to 
build  with,  the  company  to  whose  share  it  may  fall  may 
have  sufficient  timber  out  of  the  woods  next  adjoining, 
and  fitting  for  that  use,  to  be  assigned  to  them  by  the 
city's  agents.*' 

This  report  was  approved  and  allowed  by  the  com- 
mon council.  That  part  of  it  which  related  to  the  di- 
vision of  latids  was  almost  immediately  acted  updn. 
That  part  which  states  the  opinion  of  the  commis- 
sioners, that  the  rents  atid  profits  of  the  tbwn  lands, 
ferries,  and  fishings,  might  be  divided  and  go  amongst 
the  several  companies,  has  naturally  been  much  dwelt 
upon  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs :  what  notice  may  have 
been  taken  of  it  at  the  time  does  not  now  appear,  but, 
in  connection  with  it,  we  must  bear  in  mind,  not  only 
that  it  is  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  precept  of  the 
last  day  of  January j  1610-11,  but  also  that  very  cob- 
siderable  and  expensive  public  works  were  still  in  pro- 
gress ;  that  the  city  was  then  conceived  to  have  power 
to  levy,  compulsorily,  all  such  monies  as  should  be 
required,  and  that  some  income,  of  not  inconsiderable 
amount,  was  at  that  time  derived,  or  about  to  be  derived 
from  the  property  not  then  to  be  divided.  At  a  time 
when  it  was  thought  that  money  could  be  levM  by 

taxation 
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18S8.        tflxalioii)  w'lienever  it  was  wanted,  the  necessity  or  even 

^^IJJ'/''^^     the  propriety  or  prudence  of  reserving  some  property 

Skinners'     producing  income  to  answer  the  general  purposes  of  the 

Company      plantation,  may  not  have  been  suggested,  or,  if  sug- 

The  Irish     gested,  may  have  yielded  to  the  greater  prudence  of 

'^'^'       holding  out  prospects  of  income  or  profit  to  those,  upon 

whom  the  burthen  was  imposed,  by  a  power,  which, 

even  if  thought  lawful,  must  have  been  considered  as 

arbitrar}',  and  was,  according  to  the  evidence,  in  many 

instances  not  obeyed  without  reluctance  on  one  side, 

and  the  application  of  force  on  the  other. 

A  division  of  the  lands  by  lot  was  effected,  under  the 
direction  and  superintendence  of  the  court  of  common 
council  on  the  17th  of  December^  1613,  and  each  of  the 
twelve  chief  companies  had  allotted  to  it  so  much  land, 
as,  in  quantity  and  value,  equalled  one-twelfth  part  of  the 
whole  of  the  lands  to  be  divided,  under  an  arrangemcDt 
by  which  every  company  of  the  city  was  to  have  an  in- 
terest or  share  in  the  divided  lands,  proportioned  to  the 
amount  of  money  levied  upon  it  for  the  purposes  of  the 
plantation.  And  this  being  done,  an  order  was  imme- 
diately  made  for  a  further  levy  as  follows:— -After  all 
which  done  (meaning  the  allotment),  information  was 
given  by  the  Governor  and  assistants  of  the  Irish  Society, 
*<  that  all  the  monies  formerly  levied  towards  that  charge 
is  altogether  issued,  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  com- 
panies had  their  particular  shares  of  land  which  was 
to  be  managed  by  themselves  severally,  the  general 
work  for  the  building  of  the  rest  of  the  towns  and 
fortifications  was  to  be  done  at  the  general  charge,  and 
therefore  that  a  further  supply  must,  of  necessity,  be  made 
and  provided  to  proceed  on  the  business;''  and  therefore 
it  was  enacted,  that  a  present  taxation  should  be  made 
of  the  further  sum  of  5000/.,  which  was  accordingly 
ordered  to  be  levied  and  raised  of  the  several  com- 
panies 
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panics  of  the  city ;  and  it  was  also  ordered^  that  con- 
veyances should  be  made  of  the  lands  allotted  to  the 
several  companies,  by  the  advice  of  the  Recorder,  in 
sach  manner  as  the  committees  of  the  plantation  (i.  e. 
the  Iriih  Society)  should  think  fit. 

It  appears,  that  the  companies,  without  waiting  for 
their  conveyances,  planted  and  placed  divers  numbers 
of  British  on  their  proportions  of  lands,  and  expended 
very  large  sums  of  money  thereon ;  but  independently  of 
these  undertakings,  the  works  which  were  to  be  done  at 
the  general  charge  of  the  city  continued  to  be  expen* 
sive,  and  additional  sums  were  levied  on  the  companies. 
Complaints  were,  about  the  same  time,  made,  on  the  part 
of  the  Crown,  that  the  plantation  had  not  proceeded 
according  to  the  conditions,  and  an  intimation  was 
given  that  the  grant  mig|ht  be  resumed ;  further  time, 
however,  was  given,  until  the  last  day  o(  Augtisi^  1616. 
The  city,  in  the  mean  time,  continued  its  active  inter- 
ference, by  orders  of  the  court  of  common  council,  and 
employed  its  own  agents ;  the  Irish  Society  seeming  to 
act,  rather  in  its  original  character  of  a  committee  of 
the  city,  than  as  an  independent  corporation. 


1838. 


The 
Skinners* 
Company 

V. 

The  Irish 
Society. 


In  the  year  1615,  licence  to  hold  lands  in  mortmain 
was  granted  to  the  companies,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
next  or  two  or  three  following  years,  manors  were 
created,  and  conveyances  thereof  and  of  the  allotted 
lands  were  made  to  the  companies  by  the  Irish  Society. 
The  conveyances  were  absolute,  in  some  without,  and  in 
others  with,  the  reservation  of  rent  to  the  Irish  Society. 
The  licence  for  the  companies  to  hold  in  mortmain 
was  also  a  licence  to  the  Society  to  convey  to  them, 
and  it  contained  a  recital,  that  the  companies,  in  testi- 
mony of  their  true  obedience  to  the  Crown,  &c., 
had  disbursed,  expended,  and  bestowed  divers  great 


sums 
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1888.  sums  of  money  for  aud  towards  the  building,  fortifying, 
^"^^Jf^^  planting,  strengthening,  and  improving  the  city  of  Deny 
8KI.XNERS'  And  the  town  of  Caleraine^  and  some  parts  of  other  lands, 
Company  ^^^  yi^tt  willing  and  inteirded,  so  far  as  to  them  should 
The  Irish  seem  convenient,  to  be  at  further  charge  for  the  plant- 
^^*®'^'  ing,  and  improving  of  other  lands ;  and  for  speedier  pro- 
ceeding therein,  were  desirous  to  have  conveyances  of 
the  land  they  intended  to  build  on ;  therefore,  and  to  the 
end  that  the  several  companies  might  be  the  better  en- 
couraged and  enabled  to  perfect  and  finish  the  intended 
plantation,  ^*  and  in  future  times  reap  some  gain  and  bene- 
fit of  their  great  travails  and  expense  taken  and  bestowed 
therein,"  the  licence  was  granted.  The  companies  of 
London  were  thus  recognized  by  the  Crown  as  parties 
interested  in  the  plantation,  as  undertakers,  and  after 
the  conveyances  were  made,  the  companies  may  be 
considered  as  entitled  to  the  lands  allotted  and  con- 
veyed to  them,  (subject  to  the  conditions  of  plantation 
as  to  particular  lands),  and  as  respectively  entitled  to 
all  the  profits  to  arise  from  those  allotments,  which, 
(subject  to  the  performance  of  those  conditions,)  could 
lawfully  be  made.  The  lands  not  allotted,  together 
with  the  ferries  and  fishings,  remained  vested  in  die 
Irish  Society;  and  the  city  of  Lofidoti^  or  the  IriA 
Society  on  its  behalf,  were  bound  to  the  performance 
of  those  general  and  public  works,  which  were  among 
the  conditions  of  plantation ;  and  for  th^  purposes  of 
those  general  and  public  works  were,  or  were  supposed 
to  be,  entitled  to  levy  money  on  the  companies,  for 
whose  satisfaction  they,  at  least,  professed  themselves  to 
be  bound  to  provide. 

About  five  or  six  year$  after  the  conveyances  were 
made,  further  complaints  were  made  by  the  Crown,  thftt 
the  conditions  of  plantation  bad  not  been  performed. 
The  complaints  wer^  laid  before  the  court  of  common 

council 
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council  on  tbe  2d  of  JmiCi  1624^;  they  principally  re- 
garded the  general  works  of  the  plantation,  but  in  part, 
the  conduct  of  the  plantation  of  the  lands  conveyed  to  the 
companies.  As  to  the  former,  answer  was  made  by  the 
court  of  common  council ;  as  to  the  latter,  the  subject 
was  made  known  to  the  several  companies,  and,  on  their 
part,  the  common  council  complained,  that  the  under- 
takers had  been  impeded  by  monopolies  and  patents  of 
privilege  contrary  to  the  King*s  grant.  Tbe  answer^ 
though  approved  in  the  court  of  common  council,  was, 
for  alteration  in  matter  of  form  and  words  of  the  like 
sense,  referred  to  the  Irish  Society  and  others  who  had 
joined  with  them  in  drawing  the  answer. 


1838. 


The 
Skinnkrs* 
Company 

V. 

The  luisH 
Society. 


Not  long  afterwards,  and  in  the  beginning  of  the  reign 
of  Charles  L,  the  King  having  referred  certain  matters 
relating  to  the  plantation  to  Lords  Grandison,  Carewt 
and  Chichester^  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  did, 
upoii  their  advice,  require  the  city  of  London'  to  do 
many  things  then  specified,  most  of  which  were  general 
works,  but  some  of  them  affected  the  conduct  of 
the  companies;  the  court  of  common  council  made 
answer  to  these  requisitions,  not  only  with  respect  to  the 
general  works,  but  also  with  respect  to  the  plantation 
undertaken  by  the  companies ;  and  as  to  the  first  de- 
mandy  which  was  that  a  fair  new  church  should  be 
built,  they  say,  that  although  the  work  be  very  charge- 
able, and  that  the  stocks  of  all  the  chief  companies 
of  London  are  already  exhausted  by  means  of  the  plant- 
ation, yet,  in  obedience  to  His  Majesty's  pleasure,  (the 
work  also  in  itself  being  pious,)  they  will  forthwith 
give  order  to  make  preparation  for  erecting  a  fair  new 
diurch,  and  will,  so  soon  as  conveniently  they  may, 
finish  and  beautify  and  udorn  the  same  with  seats  fit  and 
convenient. 


In 
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i8sa.^ 


The 

SmNNBttS* 

Company 
p. 


In  die  course  of  a  few  years  afierw«d%  wformations 
were  filed  m  the  SCar  Cbaiaber  againsl  die  city  at- Lmt^ 
dim^  tbe  Iridi  Society,  and  certain  indlTidaals.  'Fte 
Defendants  were  charged  with  the  decdtful  and  uodM 
procuring  of  the  charter  of  James^  and  with  wilfiil  bmfrfi 
of  the  articles  agreed  upon  between  the  iorda  of  the 
council  and  the  committees  appointed  by  the  city  on  the 
28th  oi  January^  1609-10,  and  with  Uie  wilful  breach  dT 
trust  which  the  King  had  reposed  in  them.  It  appeatsr 
that  during  the  proceedings,  it  was  insisted  on  by  th^ 
city  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  plantation,  atid 
that  their  name  was  used  merely  for  the  transaction  of 
affairs,  and  for  the  levying  of  monies  upon  the  «oa^ 
panics  for  the  p^ntation.  This  point  was  oTerruled, 
and  the  Court  having  adjudged  that  many  offences,  botk 
of  omission  and  commission,  had  been  oommitted,  in^- 
flicted  upon  the  city  of  London  and  upon  the  Irak 
Society  a  fine  of  70,000/.,  and  decreed,  that  the  patent 
and  their  estates  and  interests  should  be  surrendered 
and  be  brought  into  Court  to  be  cancelled ;  and,  after 
reciting  that  the  greatest  port  of  the  lands  were,  by  the 
Society,  passed  over  to  divers  companies  of  the  tkUfi 
and  by  them  demised  to  their  farmers,  who  were  not  de*' 
fendants  to  the  suit,  and,  therefore,  ndt  liabld  td  the' 
censure  of  the  Court,  (although  in  the  opinionr^isif  tit^- 
Court  they  might  justly  have  been  censured  if'fMtrfMy' 
it  was  directed,  that  if  the  companies  sttid^tteir^faMn«#^^ 
should  not,  in  pursuance  of  the  intemiottof  tb^belMbdilf^ 
surrender  their  estates^  the*  Attorney^/G«wenll'^slk>iiM^ 
exhibit  an  information  and  bring  thtem^afe0ffio|M>|tNigN 
mentofthe  Court.  .    »    '     •  '    >i   r-^tau^  uni**i^iq 

This  deci*ee,  if  lawful,  entitled  the )  Grown  ^  r^ts^^ 
not  only  a  fine  of  TO,000/<^  bat  the  pOSseiisim<9&C|rir  tM^ 
lands  and  hereditaments  which  Temotaed  >viB^d^*  dftl^ 
Irish  Society,  and  it  was  acconlpanied'bj^^W^^ifiiriAfOJ^ 
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tion,  that  fines,  and  also  all  the  hinds  conveyed  to  the 
companies  or  demised  to  their  ikrmersy  might  be  re- 
covered if  the  Attorney-General  thought  fit  to  sue  for 
them.  Steps  were  early  taken  for  the  execution  of  the 
decree,  and  proceedings  were  commenced  against  the 
twelve  companies.  In  these  circumstances  a  negotiation 
for  money  took  place  between  the  Crown  and  the  city. 
The  city  pressed  by  the  impending  fine  and  forfeiture 
and  by  other  charges  made  against  them,  ofiered  a 
composition  of  100,0002.  The  Crown  endeavoured  to 
obtain  more,  and  the  city,  acting  or  professing  to  act 
only  for  the  companies,  and  in  concurrence  with  them, 
ofiered  to  give  up  all  the  fishings,  and  all  the  lands  held 
by  the  Society,  or  by  the  companies,  and  all  arrears  of 
rent ;  and  at  length,  after  a  protracted  negotiation,  the 
fine  was  ultimately  compromised,  and  the  city  agreed  to 
surrender  the  lands,  fishings,  and  customs  in  Ireland^ 
and  to  pay  a  sum  of  12,000/L  Proceedings  to  repeal 
the  letters  patent  were  thereupon  made  available  by  con- 
sent or  default ;  but  afterwards,  in  other  political  circum- 
stances, the  ci^  endeavoured  to  obtain  relief  from  this 
oppression,  and  to  make  available,  before  the  House  of 
Commons,  those  arguments  which  had  failed  before  the 
Court  of  Star  Chamber.  The  House  of  Commons 
then  advancing  to  the  ascendancy  which  it  soon  after- 
wards obtained,  took  upon  itself  to  pass  resolutions,  de- 
claring its  opinion  on  the  judgment  of  the  Star  Cham- 
ber, and  declaring  its  opinion  of  the  conduct  of  the  city 
and  of  the  companies  respecting  the  plantation.  The 
proceeding  appears  to  have  ended  in  the  King's  ex- 
pressing himself  to  be  willing  to  restore  the  plantation 
to  its  former  footing,  and  it  was  proposed  to  confirm  the 
rights  of  the  companies  by  act  of  parliament,  but  civil 
war  supervened,  and  it  was  under  the  power  of  Crom^ 
well  that  the  charter  and  the  estates  derived  under  it 
were  first  pretended  to  be  renewed. 

Vol.  VII.  Tt  I  have 
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I  have  thought  it  right  to  refer  to  these  proceedings, 
which  were  dwelt  upon  in  the  argument,  as  affording 
evidence  of  facts  or  conclusions  material  to  be  now  con* 
sidered,  and  I  have  read  all  the  documents  referred  to; 
but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  allegations  and  admissions 
used  for  the  purpose  of  defence  against  attempted  ex- 
tortion under  the  form  of  legal  proceedings,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  justice  irregularly ,^when  regularly 
it  could  not  be  had,  ought  not  to  be  used  as  evidence  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  if  the  same  allegations  are  not 
otherwise  proved ;  and,  undoubtedly,  some  of  the  alle- 
gations now  referred  to  are  otherwise  proved.  Regard 
must  be  had  to  such  proof,  but  independently  of  such 
other  proof,  and  of  fair  inference  from  the  &cts  other- 
wise proved,  I  conceive  that  the  allegations  and  ad- 
missions which  were  made  in  the  Star  Chamber,  or  in 
the  treaty  which  arose  out  of  the  sentence  there,  or  io 
the  proceedings  which  took  place  before  the  House  of 
Commons,  ought  not  in  any  degree  to  influence  my 
judgment. 


Soon  after  the  restoration,  on  the  10th  of  Ajnik 
1662,  King  Charles  II.  granted  the  charter,  under  which 
the  Irish  Society  now  exists,  and  from  which  tlie  sub- 
sisting titles  to  the  lands  and  estates  thereby  granted 
are  derived.  This  charter  recites  the  charter  of  JamOi 
the  grants  made  by  the  Society  which  was  con^iUi^ 
under  that  charter,  and  that  the  Society  retained  in  its 
own  hands  ^^  such  part  of  the  tenements  and  heredita- 
ments as  were  not  properly  divisible  for  defraying  tb^ 
charge  of  the  general  operation  of  the  plantation;"  it 
further  recites,  the  repeal  of  the  charter,  the  promise 
made  by  King  Charles  I.  to  restore  the  same,  and  tha^..it 
appeared  that  the  Society  and  other  companies  of  tb^ 
city  had  expended  very  great  sums  of  money  in  building 
and  planting  of  the  coaniy  of  Londondetry  s^nd  Cckraine^ 

and 
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and  then  proceeds  to  express  that  the  present  grant  was 
made,  to  the  intent  that  the  Society  or  some  other  Society 
by  the  present  letters  patent  to  be  created,  and  the  com- 
panies of  the  city  of  Ijondon,  and  their  respective  assigns 
and  under-tenants  might,  according  to  their  former  several 
rights  and  interests  therein,  be  restored  to  all  the  estates 
vested  in  them  by  force  of  the  former  letters  patent ; 
and  to  the  intent  that  there  might  be  a  new  Society  of 
the  new  plantation  in  Ulster^  and  a  new  incorporation  of 
the  city  of  Derryf  and  for  the  further  and  better  settling 
and  planting  of  the  said  county,  towns,  and  places  with 
trade  and  inhabitants. 


J83g. 

The 
Skinners' 
Company 

The  Irish 
Societv* 


This  grant,  therefore,  is  expressly  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restoring  the  rights  derived  under  the  former 
charter;  for  restoring  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
companies  o(  London  ;  and  for  further  and  better  settling 
and  planting  the  county,  &c.,  with  trade  and  inhabitants. 
The  lapse  of  forty-nine  years,  and  the  change  of  circum- 
stances, made  it  necessary  that  there  should  be  some 
differences  between  the  clauses  in  the  charters  of  1618 
and  1662,  and  other  differences  may  have  been  suggested 
by  former  experience,  or  by  the  present  views  and  situ- 
ations of  the  parties.  They  are  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  charter  of  Charles  was  framed  with  considerable 
'^are  and  attention,  and  was  not  a  mere  transcript  of  the 
-diarter  of  Jbi7ie5. 


'  Iti  the  charter  of  James,  no  mention  was  made  of  the 
companies ;  but  the  city  and  the  Society  acting  under 
the  diarter  of  James,  had  made  conveyances  to  the 
<5bit)fpafiies,  and  had  levied  money  for  the  general  pur- 
i^^  of  the  plantation  on  the  companies,  and  the  in- 
ti^tibn  of  the;  charter  of  Charles  was  to  restore  the  Irish 
'Sbbl^,  ^nd  also  the  companies  of  the  city  of  London, 
to  their  former  rights ;  and  after  making  due  allowance 
''  Tt  2       '  for 
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IB3S.  for  all  the  diflerences  which  occur,  the  charter  of  Charlet 
appears  to  me  to  be,  substantially,  as  it  was  avowedly, 
a  restoration  of  the  charter  of  James.  The  two  charters 
are  alike  in  their  general  purview :  —  in  their  general 
object:  —  in  the  means  adopted  to  carry  that  ofaged  into 
effect,  and  in  the  powers  conferred  for  that  purpose* 

.  Under  the  new  charter,  new  conveyances  were. made 
to  the  companies,  and  the  Iri^  Society  has  ever  since 
continued  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  town  lands, 
ferries,  and  fisheries,  and  has  managed  or  let  the  same, 
and  received  and  applied  the  rents  thereof  by  its  own  au- 
thority.   It  has  applied  portions  of  the  rents  for  purposes 
alleged  to  be  public  or  charitable,  and  has,  from  time  to 
time,  stated  a  surplus,  to  be  in  its  hands,  and  has  paid 
certain  sums,  in  respect  of  that  surplus,  to  the  twelve 
companies  in  equal  shares*  On  one  occasion,  when  money 
was  wanting,  the  Society  applied,  not  to  the  city  of 
London^  as  in  the  early  period  of  its  history,  for  further 
levies,  but  to  the  companies  for  voluntary  contributions; 
and  on  another  occasion,  in  which  it  became  necessary 
to  make  a  statement  respecting  the  timber,   it  repre- 
sented itself  to  be  intrusted  for  the   companies,   and 
seized  of  a  considerable  salmon  fishery,  and  otlier^^tat^s 
in  the  county  of  Londondej^ty,  in  trust  for  the  companies 
qftJie  ciiy^  over  and  besides  the  several  proportions  ot      ^ 
lands  which  had  been  granted.     The  Society  have;  op  ^^M 
other  occasions  stated  themselves  to  be  "  trustees"  for  the  —""3? 
companies;  and  there  is  an  instance  in  wh;ch  qn^  issr-^^ 
ratlier  surprised  to  find  them  refusing  to  reqde|-,fi|^""i^S' 
account  to  the  city,  and  stating  themsej^qs  JLq  |^,^-- — -^ 
countable  only  to  the  twelve  chief  compa^ies^o^^i^cif^fi^^^ 
to  which  all  the  surplus  funds,  under  (heir  q)^ipj9lgfu;iji^-:^^  ^ 
not  disposed  of  in  the  performance,  pftrhe^f^u^es^.j^hif;!'  ^^ 

the  charter  imposed  upon  theoi^  \yerQ,:re^^^)j,,|ji[a!^-^ 

ferred  and  paid.  ..n.,.,  n.o  .    .    .  o-i 

.       ^  It^ 
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It  does  not,  however,  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  to       1888. 
pursue  further  the  history  of  the  conduct  and  tran&« 
actions  of  the  Society. 

The  Society  have  vested  in  them,  under  a  Hoyat 
Charter,  a  very  considerable  property,  in  which  they 
have  not,  collectively  or  individually  as  members  of 
the^  Society,  any  beneficial  interest,  and  in  respect  of 
which  they  are  invested  with  great  powers,  and  have 
important  duties  to  perform ;  in  a  sense,  therefore,  they 
ar^  trustees.  The  property  is  part  of  that  which  was 
granted  for  the  purposes  of  the  plantation,  and  the 
powers  possessed  by  the  Society,  as  welt  as  the  duties 
with  which  it  is  charged,  have  all  of  them  reference  to 
the  plantation. 

Now  the  objects  of  the  plantation,  and  the  intents  and 
purposes  thereof  were  of  a  nature  partly  public  and 
political,  and  partly  private,  regarding  only  the  interests 
of  particular  undertakers,  whether  corporate  bodies  or 
ihdividtials.  When  the  Crown  treated  only  with  indi- 
viduals, and  made  grants  to  them,  it  imposed  only  con- 
cfrtions  which  were  annexed  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
pfdperty  bestowed,  and  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  en- 
fbfCJSl  tb^  conditions  constituted  the  security  which  it  held 
tbr^'flhe  public  and  political  objects  which  were  contem- 
iJlktfed;  ' 

^^  Bdt  Wh^ti  it  treated' with  the  city  ot  London^  the  case 
^^^s'^ti  'have  Ikieti  varied,  not  by  any  change  in  the 
cdtidWiot^^  iinposttd  upotJ  particular  undertakers,  but  by 
tW4^|^Vfe\it!'6f  {idwteV^  and  privileges  which  could  not  be 
b^i/llMi^'dh  ]f)'n'rticdla'f  undertakers,  and  were  intended 
^^^Ifeei'iHi&^'iinpbtttitit  objects,  to  afford  sp^ial  means 
dP^^ifaflbi-Wt*^' the  cbiidltibns  which  aflTected  all,  arid 
sjpecial  encouragements  to  undertakers,  both  in  their 
'^  Tt  S  particular 
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1 B3S.  partkolar  characters  as  sucbj  and  as  members  of  the 
city  of  Londofij  or  persons  enjoying  the  protection  of  the 
city,  or  partaking  of  the  benefit  of  its  general  pros- 
perity.  The  objects  were  such  as  afiected  the  general 
wel&re  of  Ireland^  and  the  whole  realm— those  were  the 
objects  of  the  Crown:— such  as  afiected  the  general 
welfare  of  the  city  of  London^  those  may  be  considered 
to  have  been  the  objects  of  the  city: — and  such  as 
affected  the  particular  welfare  and  interests  of  the  com* 
panics,  or  of  individual  undertakers. 

The  Society  emanated  from  the  city,  and  even  after  its 
incorporation  by  the  Crown,  appears  to  have  been  littk 
if  anything  more  than  the  representative  or  instrameat 
of  the  city  for  the  purposes  of  the  plantation.  The  d^ 
had  contracted  with  the  Crown  to  perform  the  duty,  and 
it  was  at  the  suggestion  of  the  city,  and  as  the  means,  or 
as  their  instrument  of  performing  the  same  duty,  dwt 
the  Society  was  invested  with  the  property,  and  with 
very  extensive  powers.  The  mistaken  views  which  the 
Society  may  have  subsequently  taken  of  its  own  situation 
and  duties,  (and  I  think  that  such  mistaken  views  have 
several  times  been  taken,}  do  not  vary  the  conclusion  to 
be  deduced  from  the  charter,  and  the  circnmstancei 
contemporary  with  the  grant  of  the  first  charter. 

The  duty  to  be  performed  regarded  the  Crown,  and 
regarded  the  city,  and  through  the  city,  the  companies. 
At  and  long  after  the  date  of  the  first  charter,  the  dty 
had  or  at  least  was  practically  considered  to  have,  and 
really  exercised,  great  and  extensive  powers,  not  .only 
over  the  Society  but  over  the  companies;  but  the  city  m 
its  corporate  character  had  no  beneficial  interest;  die 
money  which  it  had  advanced  was  early  repaid^  and  the 
power  which  remained,  or  which  was  considered  to  re- 
main, was,  like  that  of  the  Society,  an  entrusted  power 

for 
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for  the  benefit  of  the  plantation  and  those  interested        1838. 
in  it 

Even  after  a  large  part  of  the  territory  comprised  in 
the  grant  had  been  distributed  and  conveyed  to  the 
companies,  much  remained  to  be  done  for  the  general 
purposes  of  the  plantation ;  and  that  which  remained 
to  be  done,  could  not  be  accomplished  without  expence. 
At  the  time  when  the  power  of  the  city  to  raise  money 
by  taxation  was  not  disputed,  it  may  not  have  been 
thought  necessary  to  retain  any  part  of  the  property  as 
a  fund  to  support  the  expence,  and  it  was  reported  by 
the  commissioners  on  the  8th  oi  November j  1613,  and 
probably  generally  understood,  that  the  profits  of  the 
undivided  h^editaments  might  be  shared  among  the  com- 
panies, but  in  1662,  when  the  charter  of  Charles  was 
granted,  and  the  power  of  the  city  to  levy  money  on  the 
companies  was  either  no  longer  claimed,  or  was  subject  to 
very  difierent  considerations,  it  was  recited  in  the  charter, 
that  the  undivided  property  was  retained  to  defray  the 
expence  of  the  general  operation  of  the  plantation. 
The  expression  was  borrowed  from  a  petition  presented 
to  the  House  of  Commons  by  the  city  of  London  in 
January^  1641,  but  it  has  its  place  in  the  charter  of 
1662,  and  must  have  weight  accordingly. 

It  is  said,  and  indeed  admitted,  that  a  dividend  was 
made  in  the  year  1623,  and  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  con- 
jecture, I  might  perhaps  suppose  that  the  demands 
soon  afterwards  made  on  the  city,  and  the  difficulty  of 
raising  money,  led  to  a  conclusion  that  it  was  better 
to  reserve  the  common  property  for  the  general  pur* 
poses  of  the  plantation,  than  to  make  division  of  its 
whole  income,  and  resort  to  taxation  and  levies  to  de- 
fray the  expences  which  might  from  time  to  time  be 
ceqnired» 

Tt  4  It 
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lW^«         •  It  is'  clear  thiat  the  general  operbtioti  of  die  planta- 

^^m^^     tion  Was  not  completed  at  the  time  wfaeirr  the  distribiH 

Si^V^^^i^s^     tion  of  lands  was  made  to  the  companies.     It  was 

J""-^      indebd  strongly  nrged  in  argument,  that  the  general  «per- 

'Wi^i     atiott^j although  not  then  complete,  was  not  Ititig  tifter^ 

^'       WatiAs,  or  aft  all  events  was  very  long  sinoei  compleled, 

iltid  that  thereupon,  if  not  before,  and  in  coniequetoee 

thereof,  the  Society  became  mere  trustees  ibr^the  conV* 

{Vahibs:  but  I  do  not  think  that  this  Court  has  jaris* 

dHcHon  to  determine  the  question  whether  the  gen^td 

operation  of  the  plantation  has  been  completed  t>r  not, 

and  if  it  had,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any 

satisfactory  evidence  on  the  subject,  or  any  thing  to 

shew  that  operations  materially  afl^ting  many  important 

objects  of  the  plantation  and  requiring  expence  may  not 

still  have  to  be  performed ;  and  if  such  should  be  the 

case,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  this  Court  has,  on 

the  application  of  the  Plaintiffs,  jurisdiction  to  inquire 

or  give  directions  about  such  operations. 

And  on  the  whole,  the  question  is  reduced  to  that 
which  was  made  on  the  motion  for  the  payment  of  monej 
into  Court,  and  for  a  Receiver,  whether,  upon  the  set^ 
tlement  made  in  the  north  of  Ireland^  by  virtue  of  the 
charter  of  King  Janus  the  First,  under  which  the  towns 
of  Londonderry  and  CoUrraine  were  fimnded,  and  a 
large  tract  of  country  gi*anted  by  the  Crown  to  the 
Irish  Society,  the  terms  of  the  grant  simply  ocmstitated 
the  Irish  Society  ordinary  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
the  companies  of  London,  or  whether  the  gram  u«s 
coupled  with  certain  public  purposes  and  pi^ie  misls, 
independently  of  the  private  benefit  of  the  oorafiamcs. 

■     •  '>...!•     JM.j: 

After  having  considered  the  charter  of  >Khlg  CkmUs 
II.,  and  the  charter  of  King  James  hj  iind'aher  several 
circumstances  in  evidence  in  this  cause,  wliids  firaceded 

and 
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and  a^oompaoWd  the  grant  of  th«  charter.  oC. King 
JameSf  and  having  read  all  the  documenta  produoedi^Ml 
thia  cause»  to  same  only  of  which,  though  ^  the  ^r 
pen^  of  so  mudtk  time,  I  have  but  shortly  adv^r^d, 
and  having  also  considered  the  conduct' of.  the  pqrti^^ 
under  the  charter  for  so  long  a  series  of  years,  I  wi^ypf 
opiAion.that  the  powers  granted  to  the  Society,  andr^b^ 
trufits  ^reposed  in  them,  were,  in  part,  of  a  g^nerftl  -ar^ 
public  nature,  independent  of  the  private. benefit  of  th/^ 
companies  o(  Lotidon,  and  were  intended  by  the  Croitfn 
to  benefit  Ireland  and  the  city  of  London,  by  connecting 
the  city  of  Londonderry  and  the  town  of  Coleraine,  and 
a  considerable  Irish  district  with  the  city  of  London^  and 
to  promote  the  general  purposes  of  the  plantation,  not 
only  by  securing  the  performance  of  the  conditions  im- 
posed on  ordinary  undertakers,  but  also  by  the  exerci^ 
of  powers,  and  the  perfornumce  of  trusts,  not  within  the 
scope  of  those  conditions. 


lJW*r 


The  charter  of  Charles  II.  expressly  recites,  that  the 
property  not  actually  divided  was  retained  for  the 
general  operation  of  the  plantation ;  and  considering  that 
the  powers  given  to  the  Irish  Society  for  the  general  oper- 
ation of  the  plantation  were  of  a  general  and  public  or 
political  nature, —  that  the  property  remaining  vested  in 
the  Society  is  applicable  towards  such  general  operation,* 
and  that  the  companies  of  London,  though  interested  in 
amy.  sorplus  which  may  remain  after  the  general  purposes 
jH-eiBNiswered,  are  not  entitled  to  control  the  exercise 
4)f'the  jmi'ers  which  are  given  for  general  and  public  pur- 
poses, n+4<  I,  do  not  tfauik  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction^ 
upattTithe  appUcation  of  the  companies,  to  determine 
upon  the  propriety  of  the  expenditure  which  has  been 
^]!ilade•>  '.It  ihust  not  be  inferred  that  I  approve  of  some 
iof  ihoitevis^.of  expence  which  were  commented  upon  in 
rtlieiargimeiaU  I  express  no  opinion  upon  the  subject, 
^.  thinking 
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1838. 

The 
Skinners* 
Company 

V, 

The  Irish 
Society. 


thinking  that  the  Society  have  a  discretion,  which,  though 
controllable  elsewhere,  and  in  another  manner,  is  not 
to  be  controlled  in  this  Court  upon  such  a  bill  as  thb. 

And  upon  the  whole  I  think  that  the  bill  most  be 
dismissed  with  costs  as  against  the  Irish  Society,  the  city 
of  Londotij  and  the  Attorney-General :  without  costs  as 
against  the  other  companies,  unless  it  shall  appear  that 
any  of  the  companies  have  opposed  the  claim  of  the 
Plaintiffs. 


AN 


INDEX 


TO 


THE    PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 

1.  Difficulty  in  making  a  decree 
against  parties,  depending  on  the 
result  of  accounts,  which  could 
not  be  satisfactorily  taken,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  loss  of  the  books 
of  account.     Rovdey  v.  Adams. 

Page  S95 

2.  A  testator  gave  large  legacies  out 
of  his  "  surplus  capital."  By  the 
decree  special  accounts  and  in- 
quiries were  directed;  but  the 
Master  was  unable  to  take  the  ac- 
counts, by  reason  of  the  non- 
production  of  the  books.  He 
found,  however,  on  the  imperfect 
evidence  before  him,  large  sums 
due  to  the  testator,  and  large 
partnership  assets,  which  however 
varied  in  each  of  his  three  reports : 
he  also  found  that  the  executors 
might,  with  due  diligence^  &c., 
have  possessed  themselves,  out  of 
the  partnership  property,  of  suf. 


ficient  to  pay  the  two  legacies. 
The  Court,  however,  was  of  opi- 
nion, that  there  was  no  reason  for 
thinking  that  the  testator's  surplus 
capital  could,  if  at  all,  have  been 
realized  without  putting  an  end  to 
the  business,  which  the  executors, 
under  the  circumstances,  were 
not  bound  to  do ;  that  though  the 
executors  had  not  fully  or  pro- 
perly performed  their  duty,  still  it 
was  more  a  matter  of  conjecture 
than  of  proof  what  the  assets  and 
liabilities  were;  that  the  results 
were  not  accurate  or  approaching 
to  accuracy,  and  that  it  had  not 
been  satisfactorily  made  out,  either 
that  there  were  partnership  assets, 
out  of  which  the  legacies  could 
have  been  recovered  or  secured, 
nor  that  the  assets  were  such  as 
to  make  it  impracticable  for  the 
executors  to  obtain  payment  of 
the  legacies.    The  Court,  in  this 

state 
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'"itiate  6f  thiktgs,  declined  to  charge 

^  'tli&isxecutors.     Rovaley  v.  Adams. 

Page  395 

See  l)lEckEE,  2. 


AOQUISSCENCE. 

\ki\h^feme  €onert  was  entitled  to  a 
.ntsevertioBary  interest  in  a  sani  of 
.])BHOiii^'Vctt«d  in  her  husband  and 
lianotbet  as  trustees.   By  deed,  ex- 
'pnsled  to  be  made  between  the 
rt tenant  for  life  of  the  one  part, 
••*and  the  trustees  (including  the 
buabaild)   of  the  other  part,  the 
"  tenant  for  life,  who  alone  executed 
-:  thadeed,  declared  that  the  trus- 
■  tees  should  hold  the  fund  on  cer- 
tain iBodified  trusts,  whereby  the 
I-  wife's   reversionary    interest  was 
made  subject  to  her  power  of  ap- 
pointment by  deed  or  will.    The 
wife  died, leaving  her  husband  sur- 
viving, having  appointed  the  re- 
versionary interest  away  from  her 
husband.  The  husband  afterwards 
died,  and  the  reversionary  interest 
subsequently    came   into   posses- 
sion.  The  Court  considered,  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  hus- 
band ought  to  be  deemed  to  have 
acquiesced  in    the  arrangement, 
and  accepted  the  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife's  appointees ; 
'  «Dd  held,  that  the  appointees  of 
'the  wife  were  entitled  as  against 
the  representatives  of  the  hus- 
iband.     Inman  v.  WhUteif.       837 
9.  Tf ttstoes,  after  acquiescence,  re- 
>  strained  from   legal  proceedings 


against  the  tenant  for  life  to  re- 
cover the  title  deeds,  and  receive 
the  rents.     Denton  v.  Deniotu 

Page  388 


ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 

1.  A  person  at  his  death  was  member 
of  a  banking  company  established 
under  the  7  G.  4.  c.  46.,  and  sub- 
ject to  its  liabilities.  After  the 
expiration  of  three  years,  a  suit 
was  instituted  for  the  administra- 
tion of  his  estate,  and  the  common 
decree  was  made  for  taking  an 
account  of  his  debts.  Persons 
who  were  creditors 'of  the  banking 
company  at  the  testator's  death 
claimed  before  tlie  Master.  Held, 
that  their  claims  did  not  come 
within  the  scope  of  the  decree; 
secondly,  that  their  claims  were 
barred  by  the  lapse  of  three  years; 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  proper  way 
of  bringing  their  claims  before  the 
Court  was  by  petition,  and  not  by 
exception.    Barker  v.  Buttress. 

134 

2.  A  residuary  estate  was  divisible 
amongst  several  persons.  An  ac- 
count was  made  up^  and  the  adults 
received  their  shares.  The  infants 
filed  a  bill  for  an  account  against 
the  executors  and  the  other  resi- 
duary legatees.  Ilie  latter  being 
satisfied,  deprecated  the  pracoed- 
ingst  The  accouutsjiiinned.out  to 
be  substantially.  cprji^e«}t  t. .  Held, 
that  the  cost^  were.payiMe  out  of 
the  Plaiotiffii' sharjeMH^iyie*  Mac- 
kenzie v.   T0^r4:  ,1.    ,.  :   .;.    ,        467 

ADMISSION 
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ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 

Executors  having,  for  about  three 
yearsy  paid  interest  on  the  Plain- 
tiff's legacies,  the  Court,  at  the 
first  hearing,  directed  accounts, 
with  a  view  of  determining,  from 
the  state  of  the  assets,  the  lia- 
bility of  the  executors  to  pay  the 
legacies.  The  Court,  on  further 
directions,  refused  to  hold,  that 
by  payment  of  interest  the  exe- 
cutors had  admitted  assets,  such 
a  conclusion  being  wholly  at  vari- 
ance with  all  that  had  been  pre- 
viously done  in  the  suit.  Roxdey 
V.  Adams*  Page  395 


ADVANCEMENT. 

Bequest  of  residue  to  A.  for  life, 
with  power  thereout  to  advance 
her  eldest  son,  and  a  gifl,  afler  A*s 
death,  of  the  said  residue  to  ^.'s 
children  equally.  Held,  on  the 
context,  that  the  amount  ad. 
vanced  to  Ah  eldest  son  was  not 
to  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
ultimate  division  of  the  remainder 
amongst  A*&  children.    Uj^john  v. 


\l\  AFFIDAVITS, 

Whene  a  Plaintiff  obtains  an  injunc- 
•  lion  ^n  =  affidavits,  the  Defendant 
•  '•'iiiviot  wrong  in  meeting  the  case 
^-  by  affidaWts  on  a  itiotion  to  dis- 
'kblvcr"  although  the  point  might 
"ibe  determined  shortly  by  filing  a 


demurrer.    The  BamJ^  Cmal 
Company  ^^  TwibelL  ^    ..jPagpfSl 
See  Irregularity. 

AGENT..  . 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2,  S. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2, 3. 

AMENDNIEmV 

1.  Under  the  Idth  ameadedO/det 
of  1828,  the  six  weeka^  after  the 
answer  is  to  be  deeuei  saftciant, 
within  which  a  Plaintiff  »dam  ob- 
tain an  order  to  amende  hevTe- 
ference  to  the  answer  to?  >the 
original  and  not  to  an  amended 
bill.  The  Guardiatu  of  Wimbarne 
Union  v.  Masson*  809 

2.  After  a  full  answer  the  Plaintiff 
amended.  The  Defendant  an- 
swered the  amended  bill.  Six 
weeks  had  expired  from  the  time 
when  the  first,  but  not  from  the 
time  when  the  second  answer  was 
to  be  deemed  sufficient.  Held, 
that  any  further  application  for 
leave  to  amend  must  be  made  to 
the  Court,  and  not  to  the  Master. 
The  Guardians  of  WiwAorne 
Union  ▼»  Masson.  S09 

See  Demurrer,  1. 
Master. 

MlSJOINDBS,  2» 

Plbadiko,  1.  . 

'ANNUITY, 
l.  Power  to  appoint  an  anntiity  Jield, 
under  the  circuBi«tancesyto<  au- 
thorise the  appioifiliBe^  of  i  the 
principal  sum  inveafied  lin>  .the 
fuoda  foe  securiag«it«  -Samuta  v. 
Louwda*  <  'i.i  "  ooifiKiiS43 
2.  A  testator 
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2.  A  testator  bequeathed  an  annuity 
of  500/.  a  year  to  his  daughter  for 
life,  and  directed  an  investment  in 
the  funds  for  securing  it,  and  afler 
her  decease,  he  directed  the  '<  an- 
nuity^ should  go  as  his  daughter 
ffhould  by  will  appoint,  and  in 
defkult,  the  <<  annuity  "  should  be 
applied  towards  the  maintenance 
<of  her  children  till  twenty-one,  and 
then  the  **  principal  sum  "  to  the 
children,  with  a  gift  over  **  of  the 
said  principal  sum  of  money.:'* 
Held,  that  the  daughter  had  the 
power  of  appointing  the  principal 
sum.    Samuda  v.  Lousada, 

Page  243 

3.  The  grantee  of  an  annuity  effected 
a  policy  on  the  life  of  the  grantor, 
at  his  own  expense.  The  grantor 
had  a  power  of  redemption  on 
payment  of  2500/.,  and  it  was 
provided,  that  in  case  the  grantor 
should,  ''  at  the  time  of  making 
such  repurchase,"  by  notice  in 
writing  elect  to  take  the  policy, 
the  grantee  would  assign  to  him 
any  policy  **  then  vested"  in  him, 
which  might  be  effected  in  re- 
spect of  the  annuity ;  but  it  was 
declared  that  it  should  not  be  in- 
cumbent on  the  grantor  to  keep 
on  foot  any  policy.  The  policy 
became  valuable,  and  the  grantor 
gave  the  month's  notice  of  re- 
purchase, and  declared  his  elec- 
tion to  take  the  policy.  Held, 
that  the  grantee  had  no  right 
afterwards  to  surrender  the  policy 
for  his  own  profit ;  and,  semblcy 
that  although  he  might  have  let 
the  policy  drop,  yet  he  was  not> 


at  any  time,  entitled  to  surrender 
it  for  his  own  profit.  Hatolnns  v. 
fVoodgate. 


Page  565 


ANSWER. 
See  Supplemental  Answer. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

Executors  were  directed  to  apply  a 
competent  part  of  the  interest  of 
a  fund  towards  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  testator's 
«on,  during  his  minority,  and  ac- 
cumulate the  rest;  and,  sher 
attaining  twenty-one,  to  apply  a 
moiety  of  the  dividends  for  his 
support  till  he  attained  twenty- 
five,  and  to  transfer  the  fund  at 
twenty-five,  with  a  gifl  over  if 
he  died  between  twenty-one  and 
twenty-five.  The  8<m  attained 
twenty-one  between  the  periods 
of  payment  of  the  half  yearly  di- 
vidends. Held,  that  there  should 
be  no  apportionment,  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  whole  half- 
yearly  dividend  received  after  he 
came  of  age.  Campbell  v.  Camp- 
bell. 482 

APPROPRIATION  OF  PAX- 
MENTS. 

A.  B.y  an  equitable  mortgagee,  lent 
the  title  deeds  to  C  D.,  the  mort- 
gagor, to  enable  him  to  arrange  a 
sale  of  the  property.  CD.  was 
indebted  to  A:  B.,  both  on  the 
mortgage  and  on  a  tmdb  account, 
C.  D.  paid  to  A.  B.  a  ptitt  of  the 
produce  of  the  sale;  but  there 
was   no  evidence  of  his  having 

made 
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made  any  express  appropriation  of 
that  payment.  Held,  that  it  must 
be  understood  that  the  payment 
was  made  on  the  mortgage  ac- 
count, and  that  A.  B.  had  no  right 
to  appropriate  it  to  the  trade  ac- 
count. Young  V.  English.  Page  10 

ARBITRATION. 

Arbitration  clauses  in  deeds  are 
not  binding  on  the  parties,  so  as 
to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  The  Earl  ofMexboroi^h 
V.  Bonoer.  127 

See  Award,  1,  2,  S. 

ASSIGNEE. 

A  suit  was  instituted  by  the  creditors 
and  official  assignee  of  a  bankrupt. 
The  creditors'  assignee  died  before 
decree,  the  official  assignee  died 
after  decree,  and  a  new  official  as- 
signee being  appointed,  his  name 
was,  on  motion,  substituted  under 
the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  ^.67.,  as  Plaintiff 
in  the  suiL    Man  v.  Ricketts*  484 

ATTACHMENT. 

A  second  attachment  ordered,  where 
Defendant  had  been  discharged 
for  not  having  been  brought  up  in 
time.    Robey  v.  Whitemood.      77 

AWARD. 

l«  Award  ^et  aside,  on  the  ground 
of  interviews  having  taken  place 
between  the  arbitrator .  and  one 
party,  in  the  absence  of  the  other* 
Harvey  v.  Shelton.  455 


,  Similar  misconduct  on.  the  part  of 
the  person  applying,  will  not  pre- 
vent the  Court  setting .  aside  the 
award,  for  the  matter  concerns 
the  due  administration  pf  justice. 
Harvey  v.  SheUon.  Page  455 

.  A  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  a 
bill  in  pursuance  of  an  award-;  it 
came  on  upon  the  last  day |  on 
which,  under  the  statute^  an^^p- 
plication  could  be  made  to  >  set 
aside  the  award.  The  respondent 
then  made  objections  to  the  award, 
and  the  motion  was  ordered  to 
stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the 
respondent  to  give  notice  of  ino- 
tion  to  dispute  the  award :  Held, 
that  this  operated  as  an  extension 
of  the  time.  Ibid. 


BANKING  ACT- 

Tlie  remedies  given  by  the  Banking 
Act  (7  Cr.  4.  e,  46.)  are  not  cumu- 
lative, but  substitutional  for  .the 
prior  liabilities  of  partners,  and 
therefore  proceedings  cannot  be 
had  against  a  party  three  years 
after  he  bas  ceased  to  be  a 
member.       Barker    v.   Buttress. 

134. 


BANKRUPT- 

See  Assignee. 

BEQUEST. 

See  Advancbiient- 
Chose  in  Action* 
Condition. 


CUMU- 
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COMULATIVB  LbGACY. 

Spbcific  Lbgacy. 
Will. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1.  At  to  the  liability  of  executors 
who  wefe  directed  to  buy  an 
estate  withia  twelve  mouths,  which, 
though  able»  they  neglected  to  do, 
whereby  the  trust  thereof  failed, 
^turre.  Ujffohn  y.  Vffokn.  Page  59 

2i  An  agent  assisting  in  a  breach  of 
trust  is  personally  responsible. 
Tke  AiU^mey-General  v.  The  Cor- 
fortUian  ^  Leicester.  1 76 

%  A  municipal  corporation  were 
trustees  of  a  charity.  They  per- 
mitted their  town  clerk  to  receive 
and  retain  the  trust  monies,  in- 
stead of  seeing  it  applied  to  the 
purposes  of  the  trust.  Held,  that 
the  corporation  and  the  town 
clerk  were  liable  for  the  breach  of 
trust.  Ibid. 

4.  Executors  employing  an  auc- 
tioneer, and  who  became  insolvent 
and  deposit  lost,  held,  under  the 
circumstances,  not  personally  re- 
sponsible. Edmonds  y.Peake.  239 

5.  Where  a  trustee  neglects  to  invest 
on  real  or  government  securities 
according  to  the  trust,  the  cestui 
que  trust  has  the  right  of  select- 
ing whether  the  trustee  shall  be 
answerable  for  the  money  or  for 
the  stock.      Ames  v.  Parkinson. 

379 

6.  An  executor  and  trustee  directed 
to  invest  a  legacy  on  mortgage, 
may  properly  appropriate  one  of 
the  testator's  mortgages  in  pay- 


ment of  the  legacy,  but  he  must 
ascertain  its  sufficiency.  Amtes  v. 
Parkinton*  Page  379 

7.  A  trustee,  having  the  optimi  of 
investing  on  mortgaga  or  govern- 
ment security,  irapropcriy  took 
an  insufficient  mortgage  security. 
Being  held  answerable,  the  Court 
decided,  that  having  exercised  bis 
discretion,  though  hnproperly,  be 
was  answerable  for  the  numey  lost, 
and  not  for  the  stock  it  might 
have  produced.  AmetvJParkinson. 

379 

8.  Executors  directed  to  convert 
and  invest  the  testator's  property, 
allowed  it  to  be  enjoyed  in  spem 
by  the  tenant  for  life.  Three 
years  after  her  death,  they  ac- 
counted for  the  value  and  paid  it 
into  Court :  Held,  that  they  ought 
to  pay  interest  from  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life  to  the  day  of 
such  payment.  Mackenzie  ▼. 
Tat^lor.  467 

See  Account,  2. 
Costs,  8. 

Further  Directions. 
Parties,  2. 
Trustee,  2,  3. 


CHARGE  ON  REAL  EOTATB. 

Additional  pecuniary  portions  held 
on  the  context  of  the  will  to  be 
primarily  charged  on  the  real 
estate.  BmrreB  v.  Earl  of  Egre- 
mont.  205 

CHARGING 
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CHARGING  ORDER. 

Form  of  chargifig  order  in  equity, 
under  the  r  ft  8  Vict,  c  110.  t.l4v, 
Stanley  ▼.  Bond.  Page  886 

CHARITY. 

See  BasACH  of  Trust,  S. 
MoRTMAur* 


CHOSE  IN  ACTION- 

Geoerally,  choses  pn  action  do  not 
pass  by  a  bequest  of  "  goods  and 
chattels  "  in  a  particular  locality. 
The  Marquis  ^  Hertford  y.  Lwd 
Lowther.  (Countess  ZichyU  case.) 

1. 
See  FxMB  Covrrt* 

CLASS. 

See  Tenant  por  Life,  4. 
Will,  3.  7. 

CLUB- 

See  Parties,  5,  6.  8. 

COAL. 

See  Lessee- 
commission. 

Vl^ifllifi^  iipoqt,  a|i..  uppltcalion  to  ^e 
Master  for  his  certificate  of  the 
necessity  of  a  commfssion  to  ex- 
amin^  witnesses,  it  is  necessary 
to  oroouce.  before  hup  the  inter- 

,  .^atones  upon  which  it  is  in* 
tiended  to  examine  the  witnesses, 
Qfuere.    The  practice  in  the  Mas- 

'^Voiim 


ters'  offices  in  this  respjept  differs. 
E^rl  Nelson  v.  Lore!  Bridforl, 

Page  195 

COMPENSATION^ 

See  Lessee. 

CONDltlOS!'    '''** 

1.  Condition  of  forfeiture.,  in  case 
testators  wife  s  sister  soould  re- 
side with  or  dwell  in  tbe  %ouse  or 
place  of  residence  of  tiis^wne,  of 
become  part  of  her  Taoiujr^  tiem 
not  flle^.  Rtdgwi^  \.  Ji^ood^ 
house.  437 

2.  A  condition  divesting  a  vesited 
gift  is  to  be  strictly  coQStrued. 

ibid. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Advancement- 
Executors  AND  AdMINISTRA' 

tors- 
General  Orders. 
Legacy  Duty. 
Statute* 
Will. 

CONSTRUCTIVE  TRUST- 

See  Acquiescence,  1. 

CONTEMPT. 
See  Attachment. 
Fieri  Facias. 
Serjeant  at  Arms,  1. 

CONTRACT- 
See  Legacy  Duty.. 

CONVERSION. 

See  Partnership.^ 
Will,  4. 

Uu  COPY 
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COPY  BILL. 

L  Bill  filed  in  July,  application  on 
the  4th  of  December  for  leave  to 
serve  copy  bill.  Motion  refused 
on  account  of  the  unexplained  de- 
lay.   Horry  v.  Calder,    Page  585 

2.  Liberty  given,  afler  great  delay, 
to  serve  copy  bill  under  the  par- 
ticular circumstances.  Bell  v. 
Hastings.  592 

COSTS. 

1.  Defendant  examined  as  a  witness 
entitled  to  his  costs  of  suit.  Young 
V.  English,  10 

2.  Where  a  demurrer  is  overruled, 
the  Court  will  not  give  the  Plaintiff 
the  costs,  if  the  statements  of  the 
bill  are  vague  and  uncertain.  Eeed 
V.  O'Brien.  32 

3.  Assignment  of  legacy  in  court 
represented  as  "  unincumbered  " 
in  trust  to  retain  a  moiety.  Held 
that  such  moiety  must  bear  its 
share  of  the  legacy  duty,  and  of 
the  costs  of  the  proceedings  to 
obtain  payment.  Bliss  v.  Put- 
nam. 40 

4.  Costs  refused  to  one  of  two  trus- 
tees who  had  declined  to  transfer 
a  fund  to  the  party  entitled,  and 
had  severed  in  his  defence.  Allen 
V.  Thorp.  72 

5.  Heir-at-law  being  also  the  devisee 
in  trust,  misconducting  his  de- 
fence, ordered  to  pay  all  the  costs 
of  the  suit.     Man  v.  RicJcetts.    93 

6.  On  the  application  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs a  six  clerk  was  appointed 
guardian  ad  litem  for  a  Defendant, 


who  was  stated  to  be  an  infant, 
but  was  in  reality  of  full  age.  A 
decree  was  made  and  the  accounts 
taken  on  that  footing.  Held,  that 
the  proceedings  were  not  bindmg 
on  him,  and  the  Plainti£b  were 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
six  clerk.  Greeny.  Badley.  Green 
V.  Tompson.  Page  271 

7.  Costs  of  setting  down  a  cause  on 
an  objection  for  want  of  parties 
reserved  to  the  hearing.  Green- 
toood  V.  RothxoeU.  279 

8.  A  trustee  was  declared  liable  for 
a  breach  of  trust,  and  was  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs  up  to  the  hearing. 
He  complied  with  the  decree. 
Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  his 
costs  of  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings for  clearing  and  distributing 
the  fund.     Hetoett  v.  Poster.  348 

9.  Costs  of  an  administration  suit 
directed  to  be  paid  rateably  out 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate. 
Bunnett  v.  Foster.  540 

See  Administration  Suit,  2. 
Impertinence,  2. 
Misjoinder,  2. 
Plea. 

CREDITOR'S  DEED. 
See  Parties,  11. 


CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 
See  Administration  Suit,  1. 
Preliminary  Enquiries,  S. 

CROSS  BILL. 
See  Production  of  Documents,  8. 

CUMU- 
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CUMULATIVE  LEGACY. 

A  testator  bequeathed  as  follows :  — 
**  to  M.  C.  B.t  besides  Austrian 
metaUiques  for  lO^^OOO  floriDS,  I 
give  5000^.''  By  a  subsequent 
codicil  he  bequeathed  as  fol- 
lows :  —  «  Whereas>  I  have  by  in- 
dorsement on  two  little  parcels, 
containing  1(M>  Austrian  bonds  of 
1000  florins  each,  given  them  to 
M.  C.B.\  I  conflrm  said  dispO' 
sition,  and  add  to  it  2QfiQQi. : " 
Held,  first,  that  the  testator,  as  to 
the  Austrian  securities,  referred  to 
the  same  subject-matter ;  and  the 
testator,  not  possessing  such  se- 
curities at  his  death,  that  the  gift 
of  them  failed;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  gifts  of  the  two  sums  of 
5000^.  and  20,00tf.  (though  both 
were  connected  with  the  gift  of 
the  same  Austrian  securities) 
were  cumulative  and  not  substi- 
tutional. Marquis  of  Hertford  v. 
Lord  Lowther.  (  Countess  Berch- 
totdt'a  Case.)  Page  107 


DECREE. 

1.  Real  estate  was  directed  to  be 
sold  and  remitted  to  England, 
which  was  done :  and  under  decree 
for  an  account  of  the  personal 
estate : — Held  that  the  produce  of 
the  real  estate  remitted  had  been 
properly  included.  Pringle  v. 
Crooies.  257 

2.  Special  directions  given  in  a  de- 


cree for  an  account,  that  if  the 
Master  should  be  unable  to  take 
such  account,  by  reason  of  the 
non-production  of  the  books  of 
account  or  other  circumstances, 
he  should  ascertain  and  state  such 
circumstances,  and  report  thereon* 
Rowley  v.  Adams.  Page  395 

See  Account,  1. 
Trustee,  5. 

DEED. 
See  Executors  akd  Administra- 
tors. 
Legacy  Duty. 

DEFENDANT. 
Defendant  examined  as  a  witness 
entitled  to  his  costs  of  suit.  Young 
V.  English  10 

DEMURRER- 

1.  Liberty  given  ex  parte  to  amend  a 
clerical  error  in  a  demurrer,  the 
twelve  days  for  demurring  not 
having  expired.  Richardson  v. 
Hastings.  '  58 

2.  A  Pl^nti£F  may  set  down  a  de- 
murrer for  argument,  ivithout 
waiting  for  the  Defendant  to  enter 
it  with  the  Registrar.  Dahon  v. 
Hayter.  250 

S.  Whether^  since  the  Orders  of 
1841,  it  is  necessary  for  a  De- 
fendant to  enter  a  demurrer  witli 
the  Registrar  within  eight  days  at 
all,  qucBre.  Ibid. 

4.  A  Defendant  neglected  to  enter 

his  demurrer  with  the  Registrar 

within  eight  days,  the  Court  re- 

•        XJu  ^  fused 
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fused     to    overrule    it    on    that 
ground.    Dallon  ▼.  Hayter. 

Page  250 

See  Costs,  2. 

SuBP(£NAy  4. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

The  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  ap- 
plied to  the  Master  for  a  certifi- 
cate  for  a  commission  to  examine 
witnesses  abroad,  and  they  pro- 
duced to  him  the  proposed  inter- 
rogatories. He  certified  in  both 
cases  that  a  commission  was  ne- 
cessary to  examine  witnesses 
"  under  the  said  interrogatories/' 
and  orders  were  made  **  accord- 
ingly."   The  parties  afterwards, 

,  by  consent,  obtained  an  order  for 
a  single  commission,  directed  to  a 
sole  commissioner.  The  Plaintiffs 
examined  on  fresh  interrogatories. 
Held,  that  under  the  first  orders 
the  proceeding  of  the  Plaintiffs 
was  irregular  ;  and,  secondly, 
that  it  was  equally  so  under  the 
consent  order.  The  Court,  how- 
ever, refused  to  suppress  the  de- 
positions, but  made  the  Plaintiffs 
pay  the  costs  of  the  application, 
and  gave  leave  to  the  Defendants 
to  apply  to  be  put  on  a  footing  of 
equality  with  the  Plaintiffs.  Earl 
Nelson  v.  Lord  Bridport,         1 95 

DEVIATION. 

See  Solicitor. 

DEVISE. 

See  Will.     . 


DISCOVERY. 

See  Production  of  Documents^  3, 

4.  6,  7.  9. 

DISMISSAL. 

1.  A  Defendant  filed  a  plea,  but  the 
Plaintiff  neither  set  it  down  nor 
took  any  steps  for  three  terras. 
The  bill  was,  on  motion,  dismissed 
with  costs.     Roberts  t.  Jones. 

Page  266 

2.  A  sole  Plaintiff  became  insolvent. 
His  assignee  filed  a  supplemental 
bill,  but  before  appearance,  ob- 
tained an  order  to  dismiss  the 
supplemental  bill  alone,  without 
c6sts.  Held,  regular.  Thompson 
V.  Thompson.  350 

S.  Before  appearance,  a  Plaintiff 
may  dismiss  his  bill  without  costs. 
Thompson  v.  Thompson.     K    Ibid. 

4'.  The  replication  mentioned  in  the 
111th  of  the  General  Orders  of 
May  184'5»  means  a  replication  in 
the  form  directed  in  the  93d  of 
such  Orders,  and  therefore  in  a 
transition  case  where  a  subpcena 
to  rejoin  has  been  served  prior  to 
those  Orders  coming  into  opera* 
tion :  Held,  that  publication  could 
not  pass,  under  the  Illth  Order, 
without  rul6  or  order,  and  that 
a  special  order  was  necessary. 
Wheatley  v.  Wheatley.  511 

5.  Upon  a  motion  to  dismiss,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  Court 
will  (unless  good  cause  be  sheMrn) 
order  that  publication  do  then 
pass.  Ibid. 

6.  Where,  prior  to  the  Orders  of 

1845, 
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1845»  a  replication  only,  in  the 
old  form,  has  beea  filedy  a  repli- 
cation in  the  new  form  mentioned 

.  in  Order  93.  may  be  regularly 
filed,  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
the  cause  at  issue;  but  ^ecu^,  where 
a  subpoena  to  rejoin  has  been 
served  prior  to  these  New  Orders. 
Wheatletf  v.  Wheaileif.    Page  577 

7.  The  words  "  last  of  the  answers/' 
hi  the  lUth  Order  of  May  1845, 
means  the  last  answer  of  any  one 
of  several  Defendants,  so  that  the 
right  of  one  Defendant  to  move 
to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution 
is  not  delayed  by  his  Co-defend- 
ant's neglect  to  answer.  DaUon 
V.  Hayler.  586 


ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT, 
See  Probate. 

ENTERING    APPEARANCE 
FOR  DEFENDANT. 

Subpoena  to  appear  to  bill  of  revivor 
served  on  the  3d  of  July^  and  an 
application  made  on  the  4th  of 
f)ecember  to  eqter  appearance  for 
Defendant :  Held,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff J9iu8t  either  serve  a  new  sub* 

..  jvenOf  or  give  notice  of  motion. 
ToUy  v.  Ingleby.  591 

'  '  ]^NTERING  DEMURRER. 
iS^  Pjbmurrer,  2,  3,  4. 

JfQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 
.  •   '.    iSetf  Mortgage. 


ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 
Devise  to  A,  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  her  first  child  and  his  or  her 
heirs;  but  if  such  child  should 
die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  without  leaving  issue,  then 
in  like  manner  to  the  second* 
third,  and  evexy  other  child  of  A.f 
regard  being  had  to  their  seniorityi 
and  to  their  respective  deaths 
under  age  without  leaving  lawful 
issue ;  for,  in  case  of  issue,  it  was 
the  testator's  will  that  they  should 
inherit  the  estate,  and  he  thereby 
gave  the  same  to  him  or  her,  and 
to  his  or  her  heirs  accordingly. 
But  in  case  A.  died  without  leav- 
ing issue  of  her  body,  or,  having 
issue,  such  issue  should  die  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  without 
leaving  issue,  then  he  devised  the 
estate  over.  A.  never  had  any 
issue :  Held,  that  she  took  a  life 
estate  only,  Goymour  v.  Pigge, 
Page  475 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  A  will  thirty  years  old,  produced 
from  the  proper  custody,  proves 
itself.  The  thirty  years  are  to  be 
computed  from  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  not  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  are  calculated  as  at 
the  time  of  its  production.  Man 
V.  Ricketts.  93 

2.  After  publication,  a  bill  filed  by 
husband  and  wife  was  amended 
by  making  the  wife  sue  by  her 
next  friend :  Held,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  still  receivable.  Davis 
\.  Prout.  288 

£/  f(  3 '       3.  Though 
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3:  Though  it  is  the  more  usual  and 
regular  course  to  file  articles  or 
objections  to  the  credit  of  a  wit- 
nessy  previous  to  applying  for 
leave  to  exhibit  interrogatories  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses  in 
support  of  such  articles,  still  a 
simultaneous  motion  for  leave  to 
file  articles,  and  exhibit  the  inter- 
rogatories, is  not  irregular.  Harvey 
V.  Mount.  Page  517 

4.  Previous  to  a  cause  being  at  issue, 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  prevailed 
on  A.  B.  to  make  a  voluntary  affi- 
davit, not  required  by  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause.  A.  B.  was 
afterwards  examined  as  a  witness 
on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and 
was  cros8*examined  by  the  Plain, 
tiff;  her  affidavit  and  depositions 
were  contradictory,  but  the  affi- 
davit was  not  produced  to  her  at 
the  time  of  her  examination.  Upon 
an  application  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
file  articles  and  examine  witnesses 
to  discredit  A.  B.,  Held,  that 
though  the  conduct  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's solicitor  had  been  highly  im- 
proper, still  the  motion  ought  to  be 
granted,  leave  being  given  to  the 
Defendant  to  examine  witnesses 
to  support  her  credit,  and  as  to 
the  circumstances  under  which 
the    affidavit    had    been    sworn* 

Ibui. 
5*.  Allegations  and  admissions,  used 
for  the  purpose  of  defence  against 
attempted  extortion  under  the 
form  of  legal  proceedings  or  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  justice 
irregularly  when  regularly  it  could 
not  be  had,  ought  not  to  be  used 


as  evidence  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  Held,  consequently,  that 
allegations  and  admissions  made 
in  the  course  of  arbitrary  pro- 
ceedings against  parties  in  the 
Star  Chamber  and  in  a  treaty  for 
compromise  which  arose  out  of 
the  sentence,  and  in  the  proceed- 
ings which  took  place  before  the 
House  of  Commons  in  an  attempt 
to  obtain  relief  from  the  oppres- 
sion of  that  Court,  could  not  in 
any  way  influence  the  judgment 
of  this  Court.  The  Skinners 
Company  v.  The  Irish  Society* 

Page  593 

See  Depositions, 
Will,  5. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
Sec  Injunction,  8. 


EXECUTORS. 

See  Admission  of  Assets. 

Breach  of  Trust,  1.  4. 6.  8. 


EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINI- 
STRATORS. 

The  ultimate  trust  in  a  marriage 
settlement  of  a  fund  belonging  to 
the  wife,  was  to  her  executors  or 
administrators*  Held,  first,  that 
the  surviving  husband,  who  was 
her  administrator  and  not  her 
next  of  kin  was  entitled  ;  and,  se- 
condly, that  if  by  those  words  her 
next  of  kin  were  intended,  then 
that  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death 
of  the  wife,  and  not  of  the  hus- 
band 
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band  (who  was  tenant  for  life), 
were  entitled.     Allen  v.  Thorp. 
Page  72 

EXONERATION. 
See  Charge  on  Real  Estate. 


FAILURE  OF  TRUST. 
See  Will,  4, 

FEME  COVERT. 

Whether  ^feme  covert,  who  is  enti- 
tled to  a  reversionary  interest  in 
a  chose  in  action^  can,  by  obtain- 
ing a  release  of  the  prior  interest, 
effectually  dispose  of  the  property, 
qiuBre.    Story  v.  Tonge.  91 

FIERI  FACIAS. 

Mode  of  enforcing  the  sheriff's  re- 
turn to  a  writ  o(Ji.Ja.  issuing  out 
of  Chancery.  Evans  v.  Davies.  81 

FORECLOSURE. 
See  Mortgage. 

FORFEITURE. 
S^e  Condition,  1. 
Marriage  Act. 

FORMA  PAUPERIS. 
Pauper  order  discharged,  the  par- 
ticular circumstances,  tending  to 
shew  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a 


pauper  not  being  specifically  de- 
nied.   Mather  v.  Shelmerdine. 

Page  267 

.   FRAUD. 

1.  This  Court  has  concurrent  juris- 
diction with  courts  of  law  in  cases 
of  fraud,  but  there  are  courses  of 
conduct  which  this  Court  con- 
strues as  fraudulent,  but  which 
courts  of  law  would  not  notice. 
Clarke  v.  Manning.  162 

2.  Upon  an  injunction  to  restrain  an 
action  at  law,  on  the  ground  both 
of  legal  and  equitable  fraud»  the 
court,  admitting  its  jurisdiction  to 
determine  the  legal  fraud,  per- 
mitted the  action  to  proceed,  in 
order  to  determine  the  question 
of  legal  fraud,  and  restrained  exe- 
cution only,  with  liberty  to  apply. 
The  jury  having  found  that  there 
was  no  legal  fraud,  this  Court 
afterwards  entered  into  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  of 
equitable  fraud,  and  finding  none 
to  exist,  permitted  execution  to 
be  taken  out.  Clarke  v.  Manning. 

Ibid. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 

FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 

A  case  of  breach  of  trust  was  al- 
leged on  the  pleadings  against 
trustees  and  executors  for  not 
having  sold  an  estate,  but  at  the 
first  hearing  the  common  accounts 
only  were  directed.  Held,  on 
further  directions,  that  the  De- 
fendants could  not  be  then  charged 
(7u  4  with 


tlt'fi. 
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i.)f(itii.tl)e  breach  oftrust,  and  that 

,  efiquiriea  could  not  be  then  directed 

..^lUi  that  object«  Green  v*  Badley. 

Page  274 

Stt  AoMisaioN  or  Asskts. 


GENERAL  ORDERS. 

(1.)  14th  Order  of  1833. 

Whether  the  eight  days  mentioned 
in  the  14th  Order  of  1833  are  to 
be  computed  from  the  filing  the 
amended  bill  or  from  amending 
the  Defendant's  office  copy,  quaref 
Grubb  V.  Perrtf.  375 

(2.)  2d  Order  of  April  1842. 

Under  the  2d  Order  of  the  11th  of 
April  1842,  the  Court  nominates 
the  solicitor  for  the  infant,  and 
usually  appoints  the  solicitor  of 
the  suitor's  fund.  Thomas  v. 
Thomas.  47 

13th  Order  of  1828.—  See  Amend- 

MENT,  1. 

21st  Order  of  December  1833.—  See 

Serjeant-at-Arms. 
5th  Order  of  May  1839 — See  Pre- 
liminary Enquiries,  1.  3,  4. 
17th  Order  of  August  1841.  — Sf^ 

Interrogatories,  1,  2. 
32d  Order  of  August  ISi^l.  —  See 

Parties,  2. 
34th  Order  of  August  1841 See 

Demurrer,  2,  3,  4. 
35th  Order  of  August  1841 — See 

Plea,  1, 
39th  Order  of  August  1841.  — /See 

Costs,  7. 
1st  Order  of  April  1842.— <SVc  Pro 

CONFESSO. 


28th  Order  of  OOober  1842.*~£ee 
6uABj>iAN,  4.; 

16th  Order  of  May  1845,  art«25.— 
See  Ikjunctiov,  8. 

28th  Order  of  ilfay  1845.—  See 
Copy  Bill,  1*  2. 

29th  Order  of  May  1845 — See  En- 
TERiMG  Appearance  for  De- 
fendant. 

32d  Order  of  May  1845.  —  See 
Guardian,  6. 

33d  Order  of  May   1845.  —  See 

SUBPCENA,  2,  S,  4. 

93d  Order  of  May  1845.  —  See  Dis- 
missal, 6. 

111th  Order  of  May  lS^5.  —  See 
Dismissal,  4. 

114th  Order  of  May  1845.*- Sn? 
Dismissal,  7. 

GOODS  AND  CHATTELS. 
See  Will,  1. 


GUARDIAN. 


1.  It  is  not  the  practice  of  the  Court 
to  appoint  a  person  resident  abroad 
to  be  guardian  ad  litem.  Lady 
Hartland  v.  Atcherley.       Page  53 

2.  On  an  application,  by  motion,  for 
the  appointment,  without  a  com- 
mission, of  a  guardian  ad  litem  to 
an  infant  abroad  an  affidavit  should 
be  produced  of  the  infancy  of  the 
party.  Lingren  v.  Lingren.  Dick 
V.  Lacy,  Q6 

3.  On  the  application  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, a  six  clerk  was  appointed 
guardian  ad  litem  for  a  Defendant, 
who  was  stated  to  be  an  infaaty 
but  was  in  reality  of  full  age^    A 

decree 
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decree  wAb  made,  and  the  accounts 
taken  on  that  footing*  Ileld>  that 
the  proceedings  were  not  binding 
on  him,  and  the  Piaintiffii  were 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  six 
clerk.     Green  v.  Badky. 

Page  271 

4.  The  Solicitor  of  the  Suitor's 
Fund  appointedy  under  the  28th 
Order  of  the  26th  of  October  1842, 
guardian  ad  litem  of  a  lunatic 
Defendant  not  so  found  by  inqui. 
sition.    M^Keverakin  v.  Cort.    347 

5.  Whether  a  guardian  ad  litem  can 
be  assigned  to  an  infant  resident 
toithin  the  jurisdiction,  without 
bringing  him  into  Court,  or  by 
means  of  a  commission,  quare. 
Nixon  V.  Few.  849 

6.  On  an  application  to  appoint  a 
solicitor  guardian  ad  litems  to  a 
Defendant  of  unsound  mind,  not 
so  found  by  inquisition,  the  Court 
required  to  be  first  satisfied  that 
no  relative  would  undertake  the 
defence.  Moorev.  Platel.  583 
See  Lunatic. 

Parent  and  ChilD;  1,  2,  3. 


HEIR. 
1.  An  heir  who  disputes  the  will, 
vnay,  by  long  acquiescence,  lose 
his  right  to  have  its  validity  tried 
at  law,  upon  an  issue  devisavit  vel 
nony  and  where  an  heir  had  acted 
tas  devisee  in  trust  under  the  will 
for'  a  great  number  of  years^  he 
was  refused  an  issue  even  to  try 
the  question  of  parcels.  Man  v. 
Rickeiti.  93 


2.  The  1  W.  4.  c.  47.  «.  12.  does  not 
apply  to  a  case  where  on  estate  is 
devised  to  a  trustee  during  the 
life  of  a  cestui  que  trust,  with  re- 
mainders over;  and  by  the  dis- 
claimer of  the  trustee,  the  legal 
estate  descends  on  the  heir. 
Heming  v.  Archer,  Page  515 

See  Costs,  5. 
Will,  4. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Acquiescence,  1. 

Feme  Covert. 

Misjoinder,  1. 

Mortgage,  2. 


IMPERTINENCE. 

1.  After  subpcena  to  rejoin,  a  De- 
fendant cannot,  without  special 
leave,  refer  the  bill  for  imperti- 
nence, though  he  has  taken  no 
step  in  the  cause  since  its  amend- 
ment.    Grubb  V.  Perry*  375 

2.  Where  an  answer  is  found  im- 
pertinent, the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  costs,  and  the  Master  has 
no  discretion  on  the  subject. 
Lewis  V.  Smith.  452 


INFANT. 

See  Guardian,  2,  3.  5« 
Heir,  2. 

INJUNCTION. 
1.  Where  a  Plaintiff  obtains  an  in- 
junction on  affidavits,    the   De* 
fendant 
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fendant  is  not  wrong  in  meeting 
the  case  by  affidavits  on  a  motion 
to  dissolve,  although  the  point 
niiglit  be  determined  shortly  by 
filing  a  demurrer.  The  Barns- 
ley  Canal  Company  v.  TmbelU 

Page  31 

2.  Injunction  granted  to  restrain 
Defendant  from  being  concerned 
for  any  of  the  Plaintiffs  clients 
contrary  to  his  covenant.  Nicholh 
V.  Stretlon.  42 

3.  Injunction  granted,  prohibitory 
in  form,  but  mandatory  in  its  ef- 
fect. Earl  of  Mexborough  v. 
Boxoer.  127 

4.  Tenant  of  a  mine  restrained,  on 
motion,  from  permitting  a  com- 
munication with  an  adjoining  mine 
to  continue  open,  and  water  to 
flow  through  the  same,  the  effect 
intended  being  to  compel  the  De- 
fendants to  close  the  communica- 
tion. Ibid, 

5.  Upon  an  injunction  to  restrain  an 
action  at  law,  on  the  ground  both 
of  legal  and  equitable  fraud,  the 
Court,  admitting  its  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  legal  fraud,  per- 
mitted the  action  to  proceed,  in 
order  to  determine  the  question  of 
legal  fraud,  and  restrained  execu- 
tion only,  with  liberty  to  apply. 
The  jury  having  found  that  there 
was  no  legal  fraud,  this  Court 
afterwards  entered  into  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  of  equit- 
able fraud,  and  finding  none  to 
exist,  permitted  execution  to  be 
taken  out.     Clarke  v.  Manning. 

162 

6.  The  common  injunction  against 


several  Defendants  may  be  dis- 
solved as  to  some,  before  all  have 
answered,  and  the  proper  course 
of  proceeding  for  that  purpose  is, 
for  those  who  hate  answered  to 
obtain  an  order  nm,  as  of  course. 
Lewis  v.  Smith.  Page  470 

?•  Upon  a  motion,  made  on  the  Ust 
seal  afler  Trinity  tenn,  for  an 
Order  absolute  to  diasolve  the 
common  injunction,  the  Plaintiff 
will  not  be  allowed  until  the  next 
motion  day  to  shew  cause  on  the 
merits ;  but  the  Court  will  appoint 
an  early  day  in  the  vacation  for 
that  purpose.    Stagg  v.  BrowL 

513 

8*  Exceptions  were  shewn  as  cause 
on  the  day  they  were  filed.  Held 
that  they  might  be  referred  in- 
stanieTt  notwithstanding  the  16th 
Order  of  May  1845,  Art.  25. 
Hughes  V.  Thomas.  584 

See  Trade  Marks. 


INSOLVENT. 
See  Preliminary  Enquiries,  2. 

INSOLVENT  ACT. 
See  Assignee. 

INTEREST. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  8. 

INTERROGATORIES. 

1.  The  17th  Order  of  August  1641 
was  intended  to  kpply  to  cases  in 
which  there  are  several  Defend- 

aou 
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ants  answering  separately*    Bate 
V.  Bate.  Page  528 

2.  The  only  two  Defendants  re- 
quired to  answer,  joined  in  one 
answer.  It  was  found  insufficient^ 
and  the  Haintiff  obtained  an  order 
to  amend,  and  that  the  Defendants 
might  answer  the  exceptions  and 
amendments  together.  Some  of 
the  original  interrogatories  were 
altered,  and  new  ones  added ;  but 
the  note  to  the  amended  bill  re- 
quired the  Defendants  to  answer 
all  the  interrogatories,  without  ex- 
cepting those  previously  answer- 
ed. Held,  that  there  was  no 
irregularity.  Ibid. 

See  Depositions. 

IRREGULARITY. 
A  notice  of  motion  and  affidavit  in 
support  professed,  in  its  title,  to 
give  the  names  of  all  the  parties, 
but  omitted  one.  The  Court 
would  not  proceed,  but  gave  leave 
to  amend,  and  re-swear.  Davis  v. 
Barrett.  171 

See  Depositions. 
Guardian,  S. 
Order  of  Course,  1,  2. 


ISSUE  DEVISAVIT  VEL  NON. 

On  an  issue  devisavit  vel  norif  the 
jury  found  in  favour  of  the  will, 
but  before  the  cause  had  been 
heard  on  the  equity  reserved,  the 
devisees  in  trust  applied  for  a  re- 
ference, to  enquire  whether  a  con- 
tract entered  into  by  them  was 
beneficial.    Held,  tliat  the  appli- 


cation was  premature.    Botontan 
V.  BeU.  Page  161 

See  Heir,  L 


JOINT  TENANTS. 

A  sum  of  money  was  remitted  to 
England^  to  be  secured  for  the 
benefit  of  a  married  woman  and 
her  children,  so  that  the  same 
might  not  come  to  the  hands  of 
her  husband.  Held,  that  they 
took  as  joint  tenants.  Bustard  v. 
Saunders.  92 

JUDGMENT. 

In  ISlTy  a  tenant  for  life  of  freehold 
estates,  subject  to  long  outstand- 
ing terms,  granted  a  personal  an- 
nuity to  the  Plaintiff,  secured  by 
warrant  of  attorney,  on  which  judg- 
ment was  forthwith  entered  up 
and  docketed.  Afterwards,  in  1818 
and  1819»  he  created  other  in- 
cumbrances, two  of  which  were 
by  demises  of  the  estate.  The 
Plaintiff  did  not  sue  out  any  elegit 
till  1822,  when  he  did  so.  The 
inquisition  being  duly  returned, 
he  commenced  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, which  he  discontinued,  in 
consequence  of  the  outstanding 
terms.  In  a  suit  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  no  party,  the  pri- 
orities of  the  other  incumbrancers 
were  declared.  The  Plaintiff, 
within  twenty  years  from  the  last 
payment  of  the  annuity,  filed  this 
bill  against  all  the  other  parties, 

to 
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to  liave  it  declared  that  he  was 
entitled  to  stand  as  first  incum- 
brancer ;    that    the   decree^  &c. 

'■  m^x  be  altered,  or  that  the 
Plaintiff  miglit  be  at  liberty  to 

'  proceed  at  law,  and  that  the  De- 
fi^ndants  might  be  restrained  from 
MlUng  up  the  terras.  One  of  the 
ifefenees  was>  that  the  Plaintiff's 
annuity  was  usurious.  The  Court 
held  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
barred  by  the  proceedings  in  the 
saity  and  retained  the  bill  for  a 
year,  giving  the  Plaintiff  leave  to 
bring  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  the  freehold,  and  restraining 
the  Defendants  from  setting  up 
the  terms ;  and  also,  (though  not 
specifically  asked  by  the  bill), 
from  setting  up  the  statute  of 
limitotions.  The  Court  also  re- 
fused to  interfere  with  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rents  in  the  mean- 
time, or  to  grant  enquiries  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  charge, 
holding  that  primd  Jacie  credit 
was  to  be  given  to  the  judgment, 
and  that  if  the  Defendants  had  any 
equitable  case  to  make  against 
the  judgment,  they  ought  to  adopt 
proceedings  of  their  own  to  esta- 
blish that  case.  Smith  v.  Earl  of 
Effingham,  Page  357 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  No  equity  can  be  founded  on  an 
allegation,  that  a  court  legally 
constituted  is  not  properly  com- 
petent to  decide  questions  within 
its  jurisdiction ;  and  where  the 
legislature  has  given  jurisdiction 
to  i  court  provided  by  the  act, 
and  has  made  its  decision  final,  if 


any  inconvenience  arises  from  the 
legal  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction, 
the  legislature  alone  can  supply  a 
remedy.  The  Bamsley  Canal 
Company  v.  Twibell.  Page  19 
2.  A  canal  act  provided,  that  in 
case  the  company  and  the  coal 
owner  could  not  agree  as  to  the 
amount  of  compensation  for  the 
coal  taken  for  the  purposes  of  the 
canal,  it  should  be  settled  by  a 
jury  summoned  by  the  commis- 
sioners, whose  verdict  was  "  to 
be  conclusive,  and  should  not  be 
removed*  by  certiorari  or  other 
process  whatever,  into  any  of  the 
courts  of  record  at  Westmimierf 
or  any  other  court."  A  bill  was 
filed,  praying  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain proceedings  before  a  jury, 
on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  no  compensation, 
and  that  the  special  jurisdiction 
provided  by  the  act  was  not  so 
constituted  as  to  be  likely  to  come 
to  a  just  conclusion.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintifls  were  not  entitled 
to  an  injunction  if  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  any  compensation, 
the  amount  of  which  had  to  be 
ascertained;  but  whether  this 
Court  had  any  jurisdiction  to  in- 
terfere in  the  matter,  if  it  had 
clearly  appeared  that  the  Defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  no  compensa- 
tion, quaere*  Ibid* 
See  Amendment,  2. 

Fraud,  1,  2. 

Master. 

Probate. 


LEASE. 
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LEASE. 
See  Lessee* 

LEGACY. 

See  Cumulative  Legacy. 
Primary  Charge. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Will. 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

Assignment  df  legacy  in  Court  re- 
presented as  "  unincumbered  "  in 
trust  to  retain  a  moiety:  Held, 
that  such  moiety  must  bear  its 
share  of  the  legacy  duty,  and  of 
the  costs  of  the  proceedings  to 
obtain  payment.  Bliss  v.  Put- 
nam.  Page  40 

LESSEE. 

A  canal  company  was  authorised, 
by  its  Act,  to  purchase  the  coal, 
which  the  safety  of  the  canal  re- 
quired to  be  left  unworked.  The 
purchase  of  part  was  delayed  many 
years^  and  in  the  mean  time  a 
lease  had  been  granted  by  the 
coal  owner  to  a  coal  worker.  The 
company  purchased  the  interest  of 
the  owner.  Held,  that  the  coal 
worker  was  also  entitled  to  com- 
pensation. 27ie  Barusley  Canal 
Company  v.  TwibelL  19 

LIEN. 

].  A  mortgagor,  who  had  borrowed 
the  title  deeds  from  an  equitable 


mortgagee,  to  enable  him  to  sell 
the  property,  lianded  them  to 
his  solicitor^  in  order  to  com- 
plete. The  mortgagee  acquiesced 
in  the  sale.  Hdd,  thai  the  so- 
licitor had  a  lien  on  the  de^s 
for  his  costs  of  the  tnuuMtion 
only,  but  not  for  his  other  ulairos 
for  costs  against  the  mortgagor. 
Young  V.  English.  Page,  10 

2.  Extent  of  lien  on  a  fund,  where 
the  grantor  of  an  annuity  agreed 
to  sell  to  the  grantee  tlie  fund  on 
which  the  annuity  was  secured,  and 
to  repurchase  the  annuity,  but,  in 
consequence  of  a  mutual  mistake, 
the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the 
fund  could  not  be  specifically 
performed.     Colder  Xk  CUnf.    188 

LIS  PENDENS. 

After  bill  filed,  but  before  suipchta 
served,  the  Defendant  assigned 
the  subject-matter  of  the  suit: 
Held,  that  the  assignee  was  a  ne- 
cessary party,  and  that  the  Court 
would,  if  necessary,  grant  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  any  farther 
assignment.     Potodl  ▼.  Wright, 

LOCO  PARENTIS. 
See  Parent  and  Child. 

LUNATIC. 
A.  was  found  lunatic  in  Ireland^  and 
B,  was  appointed  his  committee 
there.  A.  being  a  Defendant  to 
a  suit  in  England^  an  application 
was  made  that  B*  might  be  ap* 
pointed 
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pointed  guardian  ad  litem.  Held, 
that  the  proper  course  was  to  get 
the  Irish  commission  recorded  in 
England  J  under  the  1  W.  4.  c.  65. 
«.  41.,  and  then  for  the  lunatic 
and  committee  to  answer  toge- 
ther. Lady  Hardand  v.  Atcker- 
ley.  Page  5S 

See  Guardian,  4.  6. 

SUBP<£NA,  2. 


MARRIAGE  ACT. 

Where  the  husband  alone  incurs  a 
forfeiture  under  the  Marriage  Act 
(4  G.  4.  c.  76.  *.  23.),  the  Court 
has  no  authority  to  order  any  set- 
tlement of  the  wife's  property  on 
the  issue  of  the  wife  by  any  sub- 
sequent marriage.  Attornej/'Ge- 
neral  v.  MuUay.  351 

MASTER. 

An  order  of  the  Master,  giving  the 
Defendant  three  weeks  to  answer 
after  the  Plaintiff  had  amended 
his  bill,  which  was  defective  for 
want  of  parties,  discharged  as  ir- 
regular. Reynell  v.  ReynelL  82 
See  Amendment,  2« 

MISDESCRIPTION. 
See  Security  for  Costs. 

MISJOINDER. 

1.  Property  was  given  in  trust  **for 
the  sole  and  absolute  use  "  of  a 
female  iafimt.      She   afterwards 


married  under  age,  and  a  settle- 
ment was  made  giving  half  to  tlie 
wife  for  her  separate  use,  and  the 
other  half  to  the  husband.  A  bill 
was  filed  by  the  husband  and  wife, 
after  the  latter  had  come  of  age, 
against  the  trustees,  seeking  to 
charge  them  with  a  breach  of 
trust.  The  Court  thought  the 
frame  of  the  suit  improper,  but 
gave  leave  to  amend;  and  the 
wife  being,  by  amendment,  made 
to  sue  by  her  next  friend,  a  decree 
was  made.    DavU  v.  Prout. 

Page  288 
2.  The  bill  sought  to  charge  trustees 
with  mismanagement  and  misap- 
plicaUon  of  the  trust  estate.  The 
answer  insisted  that  one  of  the 
two  co-Plaintiffs  had  acquiesced. 
The  Court,  upon  motion,  gave 
leave  to  amend  by  making  such 
co-Plaintiff  a  Defendant,  upon 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation, and  giving  security  for  the 
costs  already  incurred.  The  costs 
of  the  misjoinder  were  reserved  to 
the  hearing.    Bather  v.  KearsUy. 

645 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

MISTAKE. 

A  fund  was  held  on  trust  for  one  for 
life,  with  remainder  between  B, and 
C.  equally,  if  living,  with  benefit 
of  survivorship  between  them.  B^ 
sold  his  reversionary  interest.  At 
the  time  of  the  sale  C  was  dead, 
but  the  fact  was  neither  knowik  to 

the 
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the  vendor  nor  to  the  purchaser. 
Held,  that    the  sale    could  not 
stand.     Colyer  v.  Clay.  Page  188 
See  Lien,  2. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  an  estate  is  mortgaged, 
the  equity  of  redemption»  unless 
there  appears  a  clear  intention  of 
making  a  new  settlement,  remains 
subject  to  the  old  uses,  or  to  the 
trusts  of  the  original  settlement. 
Wood  v.  Wood.  183 

2.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  a  rent 
charge  of  200/.  a  year  was  secured 
to  the  wife  for  life,  payable  quar- 
terly, with  powers  of  distress,  &c. 
To  enable  the  husband  Ito  mort- 
gage, the  wife  released  her  rent 
charge  to  the  mortgagee.  The 
equity  of  redemption  was  reserved 
to  the  husband,  who  covenanted 
to  convey  other  lands  on  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement.  The  husband, 
by  his  will,  gave  his  real  and  per* 
sonal  estate  to  his  brother,  on  con- 
dition that  he  would  allow  his 
wife  300/.  a  year  for  life.  Held, 
that  the  200/.  a  year  remained  a 
valid  charge  on  Uie  equity  of  re- 
demption; and  secondly,  that  it 
was  not  satisfied  by  the  300/.  a 
year.  Ibid. 

3.  In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  mortgagee 
having  received  rents  between  the 
date  of  the  ll^aster's  report  and 
the  day  appointed  for  payment, 
the  Court,  on  motion,  referred  it 

« back  to  the  Master  to  continue 
the  accounts,  and  to  fix  a  new  day. 
JeUu  v.  Griffiths.     .  83 


See  Breach  op  Trust,  6. 
Parties,  4. 

Production  op  Documents,  2, 
3. 

MORTGAGOR    AND    MORT- 
GAGEE. 

See  Mortgage. 

MORTMAIN. 

Personalty  directed  to  be  laid  out  in 
land,  to  be  held  in  trust  for  A. 
for  life,  with  a  gifl  over,  upon  a 
breach  of  a  condition,  to  a  charity. 
Held,  that  the  charity  could  not 
take.  Ridgvoayy.  Woodhouse. 

Page  437 

MOTION. 

See  Payment  OUT  op  Court. 
Set-opp. 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 

The  ultimate  trust  in  a  marriage 
settlement  of  a  fund  belonging  to 
the  wife«  was  to  her  executors  or 
administrators.  Held,  first,  that  the 
surviving  husband,  who  was  her 
administrator,  and  not  her  next  of 
kin,  was  entitled ;  and,  secondly, 
that  if  by  those  words  her  next  of 
kin  were  intended,  then  that  the 
next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the 
wife,  and  not  of  the  husband  (who 
was  tenant  for  life),  were  entitled. 
AUen  V.  Thorp.  72 

See  Parties^  S. 

NOTICE 
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NOTICE  OF  MOTION. 
See  Irregularity. 


ORDER  OF  COURSE. 

1.  Ordfir  of  course  discharged  with 
costoy  having  been  obtained  upon 
a  suppression  of  material  circum- 
stances.    The  Marquis  of  Hert- 
ford V.  Suisse.  Page  160 

2.  An  order  of  course  alleged  to  have 
been  irregularly  obtained  cannot 
be  treated  as  a  nullity.  It  operates 
until  by  a  proper  application,  it  is 
discharged.    Blake  y.  Blake.  514 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  A  nieccy  two  months  afler  she 
came  of  age»  and  afler  her  guar- 
dians had  fully  accounted  to  her, 
entered  into  a  voluntary  security 
for  her  uncle,  by  whom  she  had 
been  brought  up,  and  who  was 
considered  by  the  Court  as  stand- 
ing fit  loco  parentis.  The  Court 
set  it  aside^    Arcfier  v.  Hudson. 

551 

2. Where  a  transaction  takes  place 
between  parent  and  child,  just 
after  the  child  has  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  prior  to  what  may  be 
called  a  complete  **  emancipation^" 
without  any  benefit  moving  to  the 
child,  the  presumption  is  that  an 


undue  influence  has  been  exercised 
on  the  part  of  the  child,  and  a 
party  seeking  to  maintain  such  a 
transaction  must  shew  that  that 
presumption  is  adequately  re- 
butted.    Archer  v.  Hudson* 

Pi«e551 
3.  Though  Courts  of  equity  do  not 
interfere  to  prevent  an  act  even  of 
bounty  between  parent  and  diild, 
yet  they  will  see  that  the  child  is 
placed  in  sucfa  a  potitkm  as  will 
enable  him  to  form  an  entirely 
free  and  unfettered  judgment,  in- 
dependent altogether  of  any  sort 
of  control.  Ibid: 

PARTIES. 

1.  Where  a  voluntary  trust  is  per* 
fected,  the  settlor  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  suit  by  the  cestui 
que  trust  against  the  trustee,  to 
compel  its  performance.  Reed  v. 
O'Brien.  32 

2.  In  a  suit  to  remedy  a  breadi  of 
trust,  it  is  not,  since  the  New 
Orders,  necessary  to  make  every 
party  participating  in  the  breach 
of  trust  party  to  the  anit.  Ai- 
torney'-General  v.  Cwrparmliem  of 
Leicester.  176 

3.  The  ultimate  limitation  in  anar- 
riage  settlement  of  a  fund  bciaf^« 
ing  to  the  hosbMd  was  ^  fior  the 
next  of  kin  or  piriaaai  -repMMBt- 
atives  of  the  hyaband,sa  a^ue 
course-  of  administratioiiy  aooord- 
ing  to  the  statute  of  DiatriiMitions.'* 
The  husband  left  hk  wife  aor- 
viving,  and  A.  B.%  his  jMSt  «if  kin, 
was  a  feme  covert*    In  aaathrr 

suit. 
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sntt,  the  fund  liad  been  treated  as 
part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the 
husband,  and  had  been  ordered 
to  be  paid  over  to  two  charities, 
who  were  residuary  legatees.  A 
bill  being  filed  by  the  represent- 
atives of  A.  B.f  the  next  of  kin, 
claiming  the  fund: — Held,  that 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  of  the 
settlor  and  the  charities  were  ne- 
cessary parties,  but  that  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  deceased  husband 
of  A.  B.y  who  had  administered 
to  his  wife,  were  not  necessary 
parties  to  the  suit.  Kilner  v. 
Leech.  Page  202 

4.  An  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage 
was  devised  to  executors  for  a 
term  for  payment  of  debts,  and 
subject  thereto,  to  one  for  life, 
with  remainder  over.  The  execu- 
tors joined  in  a  transfer  of  the 
mortgage,  and  raised  a  further 
sum  alleged  to  be  necessary  for 
payment  of  the  debts.  The  tenant 
for  life,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  executors,  afterwards  sold  the 
property  absolutely,  and  the  pur- 
chaser paid  off  the  mortgage.  A 
bill  being  filed  by  the  remainder- 
roaa  to  redeem  the  purchaser,  on 
payment  of  the  original  mortgage 
oaly,  and  the  cause  being  set  down 
mt  BU  objection  for  want  of  par- 
ties: HeM,  tlM*  the  Plaintiff  was 
wt^  pwsent^  bound  to  make  the 
executors  parties*     Greenwood  v. 

*.  RoihuM.  279 

5.  To  a  suit  seeking  •to  wind  up  the 
affairs  of  a  club  or  partnership, 
aM  persons  ititerested  must  be 
mmie   parties,  though    they  are 

Vol.  VII. 


numerous;  it  is  not  sufficicntTor 
one  to  sue  on  behalf  of'tl^e  others. 
Richardson  v.  Hastings, 

Page  301 

6.  A  club  was  dissolved,  and  ,the 
committee  were  Authorised  to  re- 
alise the  assets  and  wind  up  the 
affairs.  For  that  purpose  the  lease 
was  vested  in  A.\  J?.,  and  C.  A, 
and  B.,  without  the  concui-^encc 
of  the  other  memb^t*s  Of  the'dom- 
mittee,  sold  the  lease  flttd  pro- 
perty, and  received  the  aftrtateunt. 
A.  B.  and  D.  (another  committee- 
man) signed  the  receipt,  bot  A, 
and  B.  alone  received  the  motoey. 
In  a  bill  to  make  A.  and  B,  ac- 
count :  Held,  that  C.  and  D.  were 
not  necessary  parties.  Ibid. 

7.  There  are  two  general  rules  of 
the  Court ;  first,  that  all  persons 
interested  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  litigation  ought  to  be  parties ; 
the  second,  that  the  Court  always 
endeavours  to  do  complete  justice, 
so  that  the  matters  involved  in  the 
suit  may  not  be  led  open  to  fu- 
ture litigation  ;  but  these  rules  are 
both  occasionally  departed  from. 

Ibid. 

8.  By  the  rules  of  a  club,  the 
bankers  were  alone  authorised  to 
receive  money  on  account  of  the 
club.  Some  of  the  members  sub- 
scribed and  purchased  the  furni- 
ture, which,  by  deed  executed  by 
the  subscribers,  was  vested  in  the 
Plaintiff  A.  J8.,  in  trust  to  repay 
the  amounts  subscribed,  and  to 
pay  the  surplus  to  the  committee 
for  the  benefit  of  the  club.  The 
club  becoming  embarrassed,  was 

A'  X  afterwards 
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afterwards  dissolved,  and  the  com- 
mittee was  authorised  to  wind  up 
the  affairs.  Two  of  the  committee, 
C  and  D.,  sold  the  furniture,  and 
alone  received  the  produce,  to- 
gether with  other  general  assets  of 
the  club.  A  bill  was  filed  by  A.  B, 
on  behalf  drc,  against  C.  and  D., 
and  E,,  a  nonsubscribing  member, 
to  recover  the  monies  in  the  hands 
of  C.  and  D.,  and  praying  that  the 
furniture  money  might  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff,  on  the  trusts  of  the 
deed,  <'  or  otherwise  as  the  Court 
might  direct,"  and  that  the  general 
assets  recovered  might  be  paid 
to  the  bankers,  or  otherwise  &c. 
Held,  that  the  bill  was  not  de- 
fective for  want  of  parties,  and  that 
neither  the  other  parties  to  the 
deed,  nor  the  other  members  of 
the  club,  were  necessary  parties. 
Richardson  v.  Hastings.  Page  323 

9.  Observations  on  what  is  termed 
the  ''  substantial  representation," 
in  a  suit  of  absent  parties,  and  how 
far  such  absent  parties  are  bound. 
Po'meU  V.  Wright.  444 

10.  Afler  bill  filed  but  before  sub- 
pcena  served,  the  Defendant  as- 
signed the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit :  Held,  that  the  assignee  was 
a  necessary  party,  and  that  the 
Court  would,  if  necessary,  grant 
an  injunction  to  restrain  any  fur- 
ther assignment.  Ibid. 

11.  Scheduled  creditors  to  a  cre- 
ditor's deed,  who  were  not  parties 
thereto,  held  not  necessary  parties 
to  a  suit  by  a  subsequent  incum- 
brancer, to  have  the  monies  out  of 
which  it  was  intended  to  pay  such 


creditors  raised,  the  trustees  being 
parties.    Poxvell  v.  Wright. 

Page  444 

1 2.  Twenty  years  ago,  twenty-seven 
persons  conveyed  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  to  sell,  and 
to  divide  the  produce.  Held,  that 
a  bill  might  be  filed  by  a  few,  on 
behalf  &c.,  against  the  trustees, 
to  make  them  account ;  and  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  make  all 
the  persons  interested  parties  to 
the  suit.     Smart  v.  Bradstock. 

500 

13.  An  adverse  decree,  made  in  the 
absence  of  some  of  a  class,  the 
point  not  being  considered  to  be 
one  of  difficulty.  Bunnetl  v.  Fos- 
ter.  540 

See  Receiver,  2. 

Suing  on  Behalf,  &c. 


PARTITION. 
See  Production  of  Documents,?. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

A.  and  B.  purchased  realty  out  of 
their  partnership  assets,  which 
was  used  for  their  partnership 
purposes,  and  was  in  equity  to  be 
considered  as  personalty.  A  new 
partnership  was  formed  between 
A.  B.  and  C.  The  realty  was  con- 
tinued to  be  used  for  the  partner- 
ship purposes,  but  A»  and  B. 
stipulated  for  a  rent  to  be  paid 
them  by  the  new  partnership 
composed  of  ^.  JB*  and  C.  ^.died. 
Held,  the  property  was,  in  equity, 

to 
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to  be  considered  as  part  of  his  real 
estate.     Rcyvoley  v.  Adams. 

Page  548 
See  Parties,  5,  6,  7,  8. 

PATENT. 

The  clerk  at  the  enrolment  office 
cannot  receive  an  enrolment  con- 
ditionally, and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  refused  to  cancel  or  vacate 
an  enrolment  of  a  specification 
which  had  been  left  at  the  office, 
and  had  been  enrolled  notwith- 
standing directions  not  to  enrol  it 
until  further  order.  In  re  Brough, 

104 

PAUPER. 

See  Forma  Pauperis. 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

1.  Where  trust  money  appears  to 
have  been  invested  on  an  improper 
security,  it  will,  on  motion,  be 
ordered  to  be  brought  into  Court 
within  a  given  time;  but  if  the 
case  be  proper,  the  period  will 
be  extended  from  time  to  time,  to 
enable  the  Defendant  to  realise 
the    secutity.      Score   v.    Ford. 

333 

2.  Where  part  of  a  residuary  estate 
has  been  invested  on  an  improper 
security,  and  the  Defendant  has 
an  interest  therein,  the  Court,  on 
being  satisfied  that  there  is  no  ex- 
istmg  claim  on  the  estate,  some- 
times confines  the  amount  to  be 
paid  into  Court  to  the  share  of  the 
Plaintiff;  Ibid. 


3.  The  whole  fund  ordered  under 
the  circumstances  to  be  paid  into 
Court  by  an  administratrix,  who 
was  partially  interested.  Score 
v.  Ford.  Page  333 


PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 

The  taxation  of  a  bill  was  directed 
on  the  terms  of  paying  the  amount, 
50/.,  into  Court ;  it  was  taxed  at 
25/.  The  Court,  upon  motion^  di- 
rected payment  out  of  Court  of 
the  fund  deposited.  In  re  Brom- 
ley. 487 

PETITION. 

The  proper  mode  of  bringing  before 
the  Court  claims,  which  do  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the 
ordinary  decree  in  a  creditor's 
suity  is  by  petition.  Barker  v. 
Buttress.  134 

PLEA. 

1.  Ex  parte  motion  for  the  costs  of 
plea  not  set  down  and  of  suit^  re- 
fused.   Roberts  v.  Jones.  57 

2.  A  Defendant  filed  a  plea,  but  the 
Plaintiff"  neither  set  it  down,  nor 
took  any  steps  for  three  terms. 
The  bill  was,  on  motion,  dismissed 
with    costs.      Roberts   v.    Jones. 

266 

PLEADING. 

1.  When,  at  the  time  of  amending  his 

bill,  the  Plaintiff  has  changed  his 

residence,  it  should  be  stated  by 

amendment;  and  this  may  be  done 

Xx  2  not- 
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notwithstanding  the  rule  that  sub- 
sequent facts  are  the  proper  sub- 
ject of  supplement  and  not  of 
amendment.     Kerr  v.  Gillespie. 

Page  269 
2.  As  to  the  necessity  of  the  Court's 
modifying  its  rules  and  adapting 
its  forms  of  proceedings  to  the 
altered  circumstances  of  society 
existing  at  the  present  day.  Rich- 
ardson V.  Hastings.  823 

See  Assignee. 
Decree. 

Further  Directions. 
Lis  Pendens. 
Misjoinder. 
Parties. 

Suing  on  behalf,  &c. 
Supplemental  Answer. 


POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 

See  Annuity,  3. 

POLISH  BONDS. 

See  Will,  2. 

PORTION. 

See  Charge  on  Real  Estate. 

POWER. 

Power  to  appoint  an  annuity  held, 
under  the  circumstances,  to  autho- 
rise the  appointment  of  the  prin- 
cipal sum  invested  in  the  funds  for 
securing  it.     Sawnda  v.  Lousada, 

24-3 
See  Trustee,  2,  3. 


PRACTICE. 

See  Amendment. 
Attachment. 
Commission. 
Costs. 
Defendant. 
Demurrer* 
Depositions. 
Dismissal. 
Entering      Appearance 

FOR  Defendant. 
General  Orders. 
Guardian. 
Impertinence. 
Injunction. 
Irregularity. 
Issue  devisavit  vel  non. 
Mortgage,  3. 
Order  of  Course,  1,  2. 
Parties. 
Patent. 

Payment  into  Court. 
Payment  out  of  Court. 
Petition. 
Plea. 

Preliminary  Enquiries. 
Production     of      Docu. 

MENTi!. 

Receiver. 

Right  to  begin. 

Security  for  Costs. 

Serjeant-at-Arms. 

Set-off. 

Setting  down  Cause. 

Staying  Proceedings. 

Subpcena. 

Supplemental  Answer. 

Time  to  answer. 


PRELIMINARY 
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PRELIMINARY  ENQUIRIES. 

1.  Where  the  substantial  equity  of 
a  Plaintiff's  bill  is  denied  by  the 
answer,  the  Court  will  not,  on 
motion,  direct  the  preliminary  en- 
quiries, under  the  5th  General 
Order  of  Mat/  1839.  Belcher  v. 
Whitmore.  Page  24-5 

2.  A  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  a  vo- 
luntary settlement,  on  the  ground 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  settlor ; 
the  insolvency  being  denied  by 
the  answer,  the  Court  declined 
ordering,  on  motion,  the  prelimi- 
nary enquiries  as  to  the  parties 
interested  under  the  settlement. 

Ibid. 

3.  The  preliminary  accounts  of  the 
testator's  estate,  debts,  &c.  being 
directed  upon  motion,  it  was  or- 
dered that  the  creditors  who 
should  not  come  in  should  be  ex- 
cluded tiie  benefit  of  the  order. 
Trotter  v.  Walmeshy.  264 

4.  A  preliminary  enquiry,  under  the 
5th  General  Order  of  May  1839, 
as  to  who  was  next  of  kin,  was 
refused,  where  the  Plaintiff  sued 
in  his  right  of  next  of  kin  ;  but  it 
was  denied  by  the  answer  that  he 
tilled  that  character.  Kimhela  v. 
Lee.  300 


PRIMARY  CHARGE. 

Legatees  made  bond  fide  endeavours 
to  realise  the  primary  fund  on 
which  legacies  were  charged,  but 
failed  to, prove  the  existence  of 
such  primary  fund  by  reason  of 


the  non-production  of  the  account 
books.  The  real  estate  (being  the 
secondary  fund)  was  directed  to 
be  sold  for  payment  of  the  le- 
gacies, but  the  decree  was  made, 
without  prejudice  to  any  claim 
which  might  be  made  in  respect 
of  the  primary  fund,  in  any  other 
proceeding  against  any  party  who 
might  be  answerable  for  the  same. 
Rowley  V.  Adams*  Page  548 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Surety  by  promissory  note,  for  a 
floating  balance  due  to  bankers 
from  a  customer,  held  released  by 
the  bankers  crediting  the  cus- 
tomer with  the  full  amount  of  the 
note  without  advancing  the  mo- 
ney at  the  time.  Archer  v.  Hud' 
son.  551 

PRIORITY. 

See  Judgment. 
Trustee,  5. 

PRIVILEGE  FROM  ARREST. 
See  Solicitor. 

PROBATE. 

As  to  personal  estate,  the  Court  is 

bound  by  the  terms  of  the  will 

appearing  on  the  probate ;  but  if, 

on  production  of  the  original,  a 

Xx  S  doubt 
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doubt  exists  as  to  the  accuracy 
of  the  probate  copy>  the  Court 
will  give  an  opportunity  to  the 
parties  to  apply  to  the  Ecclesias- 
*  tical  Court  to  set  it  right.  Haver* 
gal  V.  Harrison.  Page  49 

PRO  CONFESSO. 

Course  of  proceedings  to  take  a 
bill  pro  confesso  af\er  appearance 
under  the  Ist  Order  of  April  1842. 
Stanley  v.  Bond.  386 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 

1 .  Motion  in  a  supplemental  suit,  to 
deposit  documents  with  the  Mas* 
ter^  in  whose  office  other  docu- 
ments had  been  deposited  in  the 
original  suit,  instead  of  with  the 
writ  clerks,  though  unopposed, 
was  refused.     Alcock  v.  Sloper. 

48 

2.  After  a  bill  for  redemption  had 
been  filed,  but  before  the  subpcena 
had  been  served,  the  mortgagee 
transferred  his  mortgage,  and  his 
transferee  was  brought  before  the 
Court  by  supplemental  bill.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  transfer  had 
been  made  for  fraudulent  and 
vexatious  purposes.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the 
production  of  the  deed  of  transfer. 
Giilv.E^ioji.  15.5 

3.  Order  for  the  production  of  title 
deeds  of  a  mortgagee,  who  also 
claimed  to  be  a  purchaser  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  refused. 
Greentvood  v.  Rothwell.  291 


4.  One  member  of  a  club,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  rest,  sued  two 
other  members,  to  recover  back 
monies  belonging  to  the  club.  It 
having  been  determined  that  the 
other  individual  members  were 
not  necessary  parties  :  Held,  that 
the  Defendants  could  not  resist 
the  production  of  documents  in 
their  possession,  on  the  ground 
that  the  other  members  had  an 
interest  in  them.  Richardson  v. 
Hastings.  Page  354 

5.  A  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  use  for 
any  collateral  purpose  documents 
ordered  by  the  Court  to  be  pro- 
duced for  the  purposes  of  the 
suit.  Ibid, 

6.  A  Defendant  admitted  the  pos- 
session of  documents,  but  stated 
that  they  were  all  prepared  and 
made  since  the  dispute  arose,  in 
contemplation  of  the  litigation  of 
that  dispute,  and  her  defence 
against  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  but 
she  did  not  connect  them  with  her 
professional  advisers:  Held,  that 
they  were  not  privileged,  and 
ought  to  be  produced.  Madai  v. 
Veevers.  489 

7.  A  bill  was  filed,  insisting  on  a 
partition  already  made  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  who 
were  tenants  in  common.  The  bill 
contained  an  alternative  prayer 
for  a  partition  under  the  Court. 
The  Defendant  insisted  on  the 
invalidity  of  the  partition,  belt  ad- 
mitted the  possession  of  docu- 
ments shewing  the  mamier  in 
which  she  had  since  dealt  with 
her  share  of  the  property.     Held, 

that 
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that  the  Plaintiff  had  an  interest 
in  them,  if  it  were  only  for  the 
purpoae  of  ascertaining  who  were 
tenants  in  common  with  him. 
Maden  v.  Veevcrs.  Page  489 

.  A  Plaintiff,  unless  he  specifically 
offers  to  do  so  by  the  bill,  or  is  re- 
quired to  do  so  by  a  cross-bill,  is 
not  bound  to  produce,  previous  to 
the  Defendant  being  compelled 
to  put  in  his  answer,  documents 
admitted  to  be  in  his  (the  Plain* 
tiff's)  possession,  and  alleged  as 
proving  his  case.    Bate  v.  Bate. 

528 

,  Letters  written  by  a  Defendant, 
afler  the  institution  of  the  suit,  to 
an  unprofessional  agent  abroad, 
<<  confidentially  and  in  reference 
to  the  defence  of  the  Defendant 
to  this  suit."  Held,  not  privi- 
leged.    Kerr  v.  Gillespie,        572 

PUBLIC  TRUST. 
See  Trust. 


REAL  AND  PERSONAL  ES- 
TATE. 

See  Charge  on  Real  Estate. 
Costs,  9. 
Partnership. 

RECEIVER. 
1  •  A  receiver  ought  not  to  present 
a  petition,  or  originate  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause.  There  are, 
however,  exceptions  to  the  rule. 
Ireland  v.  Bade.  55 


2.  In  a  suit  in  which  the  priorities 
of  different  incumbrancers  on  [an 
estate  were  determined,  a  receiver 
had  been  appointed.  A,  B.f  who 
claimed  to  be  first  incumbrancer, 
not  having  been  made  a  party  to 
that  suit,  filed  a  bill  of  his  own  to 
establish  his  right :  Held,  that  the 
receiver  was  not  a  necessary  party, 
and  but  for  the  decision  in  Letoi* 
V.  Lord  Zouchef  2  Simons,  388, 
he  would  have  been  considered  an 
improper  party.  Smith  v.  Earl  of 
Effingham.  Fage  357 

RECEIPT  FOR  PURCHASE 
MONEY. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 


RELEASE. 
See  Feme  Covert. 

REPLICATION. 
See  Dismissal,  4.  6. 

RESIDENCE. 
See  Pleading. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 
See  Injunction,  2. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 
See  Feme  Covert. 

REVIVOR  AND  SUPPLEMENT. 
See  Setting  down  Cause. 
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,^    .UIGHT  TO  BEGIN. 

A  Defendant  taking  exceptions  to 
tlie  Master's  report,  and  present- 
ing'a  petitkyn  of  rehearing,  "Aas 
|h(^. right,  to  begin.  Fritigle  v. 
Crookes.  Page  257 


SATISFACTION. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  a  rent- 
charge  of  200^  a  year  was  secured 
to  the  wife  for  life,  payable  quar- 
terly, with  powers  of  distress,  &c. 
To  enable  the  husband  to  mort- 
gage, the  wife  released  her  rent- 
charge  to  the  mortgagee.  The 
equity  of  redemption  was  reserved 
to  the  husband^  who  covenanted 
to  convey  other  lands  on  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement.  The  husband, 
by  his  will,  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  brother,  on  con- 
dition that  he  would  allow  his  wife 
300/.  a  year  fur  life.  Held,  that 
the  200/.  a  year  remained  a  valid 
charge  on  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion; and,  secondly,  that  it  was 
not  satisfied  by  the  300/.  a  year. 
Wood  \.  Wood.  183 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

Pending  the  suit,  the  infant  Plaintiffs 
and  their  next  friend  went  abroad, 
and  upon  a  subsequent  amend- 
ment the  fact  was  not  noticed. 
A  motion  for  security   for  costs 


wBi  refttsedy  there  being  no  wilful 
intention  to  mislead,  the  residence 
abroad  not  being  permanent,  end 
no  danger  of  losing  the  costs  being 
>ugg^ted.     Kerr  r.  GUUapie. 

Page  269 


SERJEANT-AT-ARMS. 

1.  Proceeding,  where  tliere  was 
ground  for  believing,  that  the 
return  of  the  serjeant-at-arms  of 
languidus  was  untrue.  Bacon  v. 
Barnett.  46 

2.  A  prudent  solicitor  never  takes 
an  order  for  time  to  answer,  on 
the  condition  of  a  serjeant-at-arms, 
in  the  terms  of  the  2l8t  Order  of 
Dfcei776er,  1833.  Holmes  v.  Bad- 
delei/.  69 

SET-OFF. 
By  the  decree  sums  due  from  a  le- 
gatee were  ordered  to  be  set-off 
against  her  share  of  the  testator's 
estate,  and  her  costs  were  ordered 
I  to  be  paid  to  her  solicitor.  It 
being  found  that  the  claims  against 
her  exceeded  her  portion  of  the 
estate,  and  the  legatee  being  in- 
solvent, an  application  was  made 
by  motion,  that  the  costs  ordered 
to  be  paid  to  her  solicitor  might 
be  carried  to  the  credit  of  her  ac- 
count. The  Court  stayed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  for  a  month,  in 
order  that  the  matter  might  beset 
right.     Nicholson  \\  Norioiu  .67 

SETTING  DOWN  CAUSE. 
A    bill  of  revivor  and  supplement 
was  filed  to  bring  new  tnisteeb 

before 
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before  the  Court.  It  was  supple- 
mental as  to  the  trustees,  but  a 
bill  of  revivor  as  regarded  the 
other  Defendants.  Held»  that  it 
was  only  necessary  to  set  down 
the  bill  to  be  heard  as  against  the 
new  trustees*  Hussei/  v.  DivetU 
Page  499 

SETTLEMENT. 

See  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators. 


SOLICITOR. 

1 .  A  solicitor  who  is  proceeding  to 
Court  to  attend  his  professional 
business,  there  pending,  is  privi- 
leged from  arrest.  Aitorney-Ge- 
neral  v.  The  Leathersellers'  Com* 
pany,  '      157 

2.  What  an  insufficient    deviation. 

Ibid. 
See  Injunction,  2. 


SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 


See  Lien,  1. 
Taxation. 


SPECIFICATION. 
See  Patent. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

Where  a  testator,  having  given  a 
general  legacy,  by  a  subsequent 
instrument  makes  it  specific,  the 
ademption  of  the  specific  legacy, 
without  more,  will  not  Set  up  the 


general  legacy.    Marquis  of  Hert- 

ford  v.  Lord  Lomiher  (Countess 

Berchioidt's  case).  Page  107 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  4-. 


STATUTE. 

1.  A  Canal  Act  provided,  that  in  case 
the  Company  and  the  coal  owner 
could  not  agree  as  to  the  amount 
of  compensation  for  the  coal  taken 
for  the  purposes  of  the  canal,  it 
should  be  settled  by  a  jury  sum- 
moned by  the  commissioners, 
whose  verdict  was  "to  be  con- 
clusive, and  should  not  be  re- 
moved by  certiorari  or  other  pro- 
cess whatever,  into  any  of  the 
Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster ^ 
or  any  otiier  Court."  A  bill  was 
filed,  praying  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain proceedings  before  a  jury, 
on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  no  compensation, 
and  that  the  special  jurisdiction 
provided  by  the  Act  was  not  so 
constituted  as  to  be  likely  to  come 
to  a  just  conclusion.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to 
an  injunction  if  the  Defendant  was 
entitled  to  any  compensation,  the 
amount  of  which  had  to  be  ascer- 
tained ;  but  whether  this  Court 
had  any  jurisdiction  to  interfere  in 
the  matter,  if  it  had  clearly  ap- 
peared that  the  Defendant  was 
entitled  to  no  compensation,  ^t^rf. 
The  Barnsley  Canal  Company  v. 
Twibell.  19 

2.  The 


G74. 
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2.  The  1  JV.  4-.  c.  36.  sec.  xv.  rule 
17*1  does  not  authorise  (he  Court 
to  order  that  the  costs  of  a  De- 
fendant's contempt  for  not  answer- 
ing, and  who  is  too  poor  to  pay 
them,  may  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
Robey  v.  Whitewood,        Page  54 

3.  A  person  at  liis  death  was  mem- 
ber of  a  banking  company  esta- 
blished under  the  7  G^.  4.  c»46., 
and  subject  to  its  liabilities.  After 
the  expiration  of  three  years,  a 
suit  was  instituted  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  his  estate,  and 
the  common  decree  was  made  for 
taking  an  account  of  his  debts. 
Persons  who  were  creditors  of  the 
banking  company  at  the  testator's 
death  claimed  before  the  Master. 
Held,  that  their  claims  did  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the 
decree ;  secondly,  that  their  claims 
were  barred  by  the  lapse  of  three 
years ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  proper 
way  of  bringing  their  claims  be- 
fore the  Court  was  by  petition, 
and  not  by  exception.  Barker  v. 
Buttress.  134 

33  Geo.  3.  c.  1 10.  —  See  Lessee. 

6  Geo.  4.  c.  16. —  See  Assignee. 

7  Geo.^.  c.^6. —  See  Banking  Act. 
1  JVUlA.  c.  36.— See  Attachment. 
1  mil.  4.  c.  4.7.  —  See  Heir,  2. 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  —  See  Charging 

Order. 
6& 7  Vict.  c. 73.—  See  Taxation. 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Tenant  for  life  paying  off  charge 
on  settled  estate,  he  taking  no 


steps  for  moro  than  twenty  years 
to  keep  it  alive,  the  Statute  of*  Li- 
mitations held  not  to  apply*  Bur- 
rell  V.  The  Earl  of  Egremont. 

Page  905 
2.  Estate  of  a  testator  engaged  in  a 
Banking  Company  established 
under  the  7  Geo.  4.  c.  46.  held  re- 
leased afler  the  expiration  of  three 
years.    Barker  v.  Buttress.     134. 

See  Judgment. 
Taxation,  1. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  the  Defendant  submits  to 
pay  the  whole  demand  of  the 
Plaintiff,  the  Court  stays  the  pro- 
ceedings ;  but  if  there  be  a  ques- 
tion in  dispute  as  to  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  certain  expenses, 
and  the  Defendant  does  not  sub- 
mit thereto,  the  Court  will  not  in- 
terfere summarily  and  stop  the 
suit.     Field  t.  Robinson.  66 

2.  A  Defendant  submitted  to  the 
claim  of  the  Plaintiff  except  the 
costs  of  a  distringas.  The  Court 
would  not  stay  the  proceedings  till 
the  question  was  agreed  upon  or 
determined.  Ibid. 

SUBPOENA. 

1.  Where,  at  the  hearing,  a  cause 
stands  over,  with  liberty  to  amend, 
and  the  bill  is  amended  accord- 
ingly, a  new  subpigna  to  hear 
judgment  must  be  served.  Davis 
V.  Prout.  ^5Q 

2.  Service  abroad  of  a  subpoena  to 
appear  and  answer  dxrectedi  under 

the 
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the  33rd  Order  of  May  1845, 
upon  a  Defeodant  of  unsound 
mind  not  so  found  by  inquisition. 
Biddulph  V.  Lord  Camoys. 

Page  580 

3.  Upon  an  application  to  serve  a 
subpcena  abroad,  under  the  S3rd 
Order  of  May  18459  an  affidavit 
merely  shewing  the  place  of  resi- 
dence abroad  of  the  Defendant 
seven  weeks  previous  is  insuffi- 
cient.    Fieske  v.  BuUer.  581 

4.  Liberty  being  given  under  the 
33rd  Order  of  May  1845,  to  serve 
a  subpcena  in  Ireland^  the  periods 
limited  under  the  2nd  article  were 
ten  days  to  appear,  six  weeks  to 
plead,  answer,  or  demur,  not  de- 
murring alone,  but  no  order  was 
made  as  to  the  time  for  demurring 
alone.    Brown  v.  Stanton,      582 


SUING  ON  BEHALF,  ETC. 

1.  In  a  continuing  partnership,  if  a 
few  have  an  interest  in  a  particular 
subject  adverse  to  all  the  rest,  a 
bill  may  be  filed  against  the  few, 
by  one  **  on  behalf,  &c."  Rtchard- 
son  v.  Hastings.  323 

2.  In  the  case  of  an  insolvent  part- 
nership not  formally  dissolved,  a 
bill  may  be  filed  by  one  or  more 
on  behalf  of  the  rest  against  the 
governing  body,  to  have  the  assets 
collected  and  applied  towards  the 
payment  of  the  debts,  without 
seeking  to  ascertain  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  parties  as  between 
themselves,  but  leaving  them  open 
to  future  litigation.  Ibid. 

'    8ee  Parties,  1^. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWER. 

1.  Liberty  given  to  file  a  supple- 
mental answer  to  correct  a  date 
in  the  original  answer.  Bell  v. 
Dunmore.  Page  283 

2.  On  such  an  application  the  De- 
fendant must  account  for  the  mis- 
take, and  the  truth  of  the  proposed 
answer,  and  the  terms  in  which  it 
is  intended  to  file  it,  must  be 
verified.  Ibid, 


TAXATION. 

1.  Within  twelve  months  after  pay- 
ment of  9  bill  of  costs,  a  client 
presented  a  petition  for  its  taxa- 
tion, but  the  petition  having  spe- 
cified no  items  of  overcharge,  no 
order  could  be  made.  The  twelve 
months  having  then  expired,  the 
Court  refused  to  allow  the  petition 
to  stand  over,  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment,  by  specifying  the 
items.    Barwell  v.  Brooks.      345 

2.  Terms  of  taxation  after  the  ex- 
piration of  one  month  from  the 
delivery  of  the  bill.  In  re  Brom^ 
ley.  487 

3.  Special  direction  given  on  an 
order  for  taxation,  that  if  the 
solicitor  should  be  unable  to  es- 
tablish any  of  the  charges  by 
reason  of  the  death  of  his  clerk, 
or  the  absence  of  the  books  and 
papers  delivered  to  the  client^  the 
Taxing  Master  should  report  spe- 
cially thereon,    tn  re  IVatts.  491 

4.  Taxation 


676 
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4>  Taxation  ordered,  after  payment 
under  protest,  the  payment  being 
ineifted  on  as  a  condition  for  part- 
ing with  a  deed  necessary  to  com- 
plete a  purchase.  la  re  Tryon. 
Page  496 

5.  Generallyy  country  solicitors  are 
not  allowed  the  coats  of  a  journey 
to  L/mdon  to  examine  abstracts 
there,  unless  there  be  some  spe- 
cialty. Ibid. 

TENANT  FOll  LIFE. 

J.  Tenant  for  life  paying  off  charge 

on  settled  estate  entitled,  to  the 

benefit  of  the  charge.    Burrell  v. 

The  Earl  o/Egremont.  205 

2.  Tenant  for  life  paying  off  charge 
on  settled  estate,  but  taking  no 
steps  for  more  than  twenty  years 
to  keep  it  alive,  the  statute  of 
Limitations  held  not  to  apply. 

Ibid. 

3.  Where  a  testator  devises  the  legal 
estate  to  trustees,  and  gives  to  a 
tenant  for  life  an  equitable  estate 
onlyy  with  remainders  over,  such 
tenant  for  life  ought  not  to  cut 
timber  without  the  consent  of  the 
trustees.     Denton  v.  Denton.  388 

4.  Where  the  only  gift  to  a  class 
consisted  of  a  direction  to  divide 
and  pai/,  upon  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life:  Held,  upon  the 
context,  that  those  only  took  who 
survived  such  tenant  for  life.  Beck 
v.  Bum.  492 

See  Acquiescence,  2. 

TERM. 
See  Judgment. 


TIMBER. 
See  Tenant  for  Life,  3. 

TIME  TO  ANSWER. 

Proceedings  on  a  cross  cause  were 
stayed,  till  the  Defendant  in  the 
original  cause  had  fully  answered. 
The  answer  in  the  original  cuui>c 
was  found  sufficient,  but  some 
documents,  though  ordered,  had 
not  been  produced,  their  produc- 
tion being  the  subject  of  a  pend- 
ing appeal.  The  Court,  overruling 
the  decision  of  the  Master,  gave 
the  Defendant  in  the  cross  cause 
an  unconditional  order  for  time  to 
answer,  with  liberty  to  apply  to 
extend  it.  Holmes  v.  Baddeley. 
Page  69 


TRADE  MARKS. 

L  A  blacking  manufactory  had  long 
been  carried  on  under  the  firm  of 
Day  and  Martin^  at  97  High 
Holborn.  The  executors  of  the 
survivor  continued  the  business 
under  the  same  name.  A  person 
of  the  name  of  Day  having  ob- 
tained the  authority  of  one  Martin 
to  use  his  name,  set  up  the  same 
trade  at  90^  Holborn  Hilh  and 
sold  blacking  as  of  the  manufac- 
ture of  Day  and  Martin,  90i 
Holborn  Hill,  in  bottles  and  with 
labels  having  a  general  resem- 
blance to  those  of  the  original 
firm.  He  was  restrained-  by  in- 
junction. Cro/l  T.  Day.  84 
2.  Principles 
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2.  Principles  on  which  the  Court  in- 
torferes  to  prevent  the  use  of 
trade  marks.     Croft  v.  Day* ; 

Page  84* 


TRUST. 

Tlie  Irish  Society  held  to  be  trus- 
tees for  public  purposes  and  not 
accountable  to  the  Companies  of 
London^  notwithstanding  the  lat- 
ter were,  after  providing  for  the 
public  objects,  entitled  to  the  sur- 
plus revenues  of  the  estate  vested 
in  the  former.  Skinners*  Company 
V.  The  Irish  Society/.  593 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 
Joint  Tenants; 


TRUSTEE. 

1.  Costs  refused  to  one  of  two 
trustees    who    had    declined    to 

,  transfer  a  fund  to  the  party  en- 
titled, and  had  severed  in  his  de- 
fence.    Allen  V.  Thorp.  72 

2.  A  testator  devised  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  on  certain  trusts, 
which,  as  the  Court  considered, 
the  testator  intended  to  be  per- 
formed by  his  trustees  named, 
and  the  survivors  and  survivor, 
and  by  the  heirs  and  assigns,  or 
by  the  executors  or  administra- 
tors, of  the  survivor.  The  will 
contained  no  power  to  appoint 
new  trustees.  The  surviving  trus- 
tee devised  and  bequeathed  the 
trust  estates  and  powers  to  A.s  JB., 
and  C,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  first 
will :  Held,  that  this  devise  and 


the  appointment  of  A^  B,^  and 
C  as  trustees,  were  valid.  TUlei^ 
V.  JVolstenholme.  Page  425 

3.  Where  a  trust  estate  is  limited  to 
several  trustees,  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs 
of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  Sur- 
viving trustee  does  not  commit  a 
breach  of  trust  by  not  perftnitdng 
the  trust  estate  to  descend,  or  by 
devising  it  to  proper  persons,  on 
the  trusts  to  which  it  was  subject 
in  the  hands  of  the  surviving 
trustee.     Semble.  Ibid, 

^.  A  party  named  trustee  without 
his  sanction,  and  called  on  to  dis- 
claim, is  authorised  in  taking  the 
opinion  of  counsel  as  to  his  ob- 
ligation to  execute  a  disclaimer. 
In  re  Tryon,  496 

5.  A.  B.  and  the  other  committee- 
men of  a  public  company  mort- 
gaged the  company's  estate,  and 
covenanted  personally  to  pay  the 
money.  They  afterwards  entered 
into  a  personal  obligation,  by 
bond,  for  another  debt.  A,  B. 
died,  having  certain  shares  vested 
in  him  as  trustee  to  the  company. 
By  the  decree,  the  shares  were 
ordered  to  be  sold,  and  the  pro- 
duce applied  in  payment  of  the 
debts  of  the  company,  for  whicii 
the  estate  of  A.  B.  was  liable. 
Held,  that  the  representatives  of 
A,  B.  had  a  right  to  have  the 
fund  applied  in  payment  of  the 
bond  debt,  in  priority  of  the  mort- 
gage debt.    Lawrence  y.  Kempson. 

574 
See  AcQuiEscENCB,  2. 
Breach  of  Trust. 

Costs, 
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CosTS^  4. 8. 

Further  Directions. 

Tenant  for  Life,  S. 


UNCLE. 
See  Parent  and  Child,  1,  2. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  Consideration  of  the  effect,  in 
equity,  of  misrepresentation  made 
by  parties  upon  entering  into  con- 
tracts.    Clapham  v.  SkiUito. 

Page  146 

2.  A  purchaser  being  a  creditor  of 
the  agent  of  the  vendor  of  an 
estate,  is  not  entitled,  by  agree- 
ment with  the  agent  alone,  to 
place  the  debt  due  to  the  agent 
to  the  debit  of  the  principal,  on 
account  of  the  purchase-money. 
Young  v.Whiie.  506 

3.  A.  employed  B*  to  sell  his  estate, 
and  receive  the  purchase-money. 

B.  sold  it  to  C  An  account  was 
afterwards  settled  between  B.  and 

C,  whereby,  after  giving  credit 
for  monies  paid  on  account  of  the 
purchase,  and  a  private  debt  of 
5501,  due  from  B.  to  C,  a  small 
balance  appeared  due  on  account 
of  the  purchase-money^  which  C. 
then  paid  to  ^.  A.  afterwards,  in 
ignorance  of  the  arrangements  be- 
tween B.  and  C,  executed  the 
conveyance,  and  signed  a  receipt 
for  the    whole    purchase-money 


which  were  handed  over  by  B,  to 
C.  Held,  that  the  arrangement 
for  setting  off  fi.'s  private  debt 
was  invalid,  and  that  C.  was  still 
liable  to  A.  for  the  550/.  Young 
V.  White.  Page  506 

s  A.  contracted  to  sell  a  wharf  on 
the  banks  of  the  Thames^  with  a 
jetty.  The  jetty  turned  out  to  be 
liable  to  be  removed  by  the  cor- 
poration of  Lont/ofi,  if  they  thought 
fit.  Held,  that  the  jetty  was  es- 
sential to  the  beneficial  occupation 
and  enjoyment  of  the  premises 
contracted  to  be  sold^  and  that  a 
specific  performance  could  not  be 
decreed.    Peers  v.  Lambert,    54^ 

See  LiBN,  2. 
Mistake. 


VESTED  GIFT. 
See  Condition,  2. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Preliminary  Enquiries,  2. 

VOLUNTARY  TRUST. 

/9ge  Parties,  1. 


WILL. 

L  Generally,  choses  in  action  do  not 
pass  by  a  bequest  of  «<  goods  and 
chattels,"  in  a  particular  locality. 
The  Marquis  of  Hertford  v.  Lord 
Lowther.  I 

2.  Polish 
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2.  Polish  bonds  and  NeapoHian  bor- ! 
dereaux  held  not  to  pass  by  a  be- 
quest of  <<  goods  and  chattels, 
money  at  the  banker's,  &c.  at  M." 
The  Marquis  of  Herlford  v.  Lord 
Lotvther.  Page  I 

3.  Bequest  to  A,  for  life,  and  at  her 
death  for  her  brother  and  sister 
and  the  testator's  brothers  and 
sister  equally.  At  the  date  of  the 
will  A.  had  one  brother  and  sister, 
and  the  testator  had  three  bro- 
thers and  one  sister.  Held,  that 
this  was  not  a  gift  to  an  unascer- 
tained class,  but  to  the  brothers 
and  sisters  living  at  the  date  of 
the  will.     Havergal  v.  Harrison. 

49 
4f.  A  testatrix,  having  the  moiety  of 
an  estate,  directed  her  executors 
to  purchase  the  other  moiety;  and 
**  if  the  purchase  should  be  com- 
pleted within  twelve  months  after 
her  death,"  she  gave  the  entirety 
on  certain  trusts ;  "  but  in  case 
her  executors  should  not  be  able," 
within  that  time,  ^*  to  purchase 
it,"  she  directed  her  moiety  to  be 
sold,  and  the  produce,  together 
with  1100/.,  to  be  held  on  other 
trusts.  The  will  contained  a  gift 
of  the  residue  of  her  estate  of 
whatever  kind,  &c.  The  purchase 
"  was  not  completed "  within  the 
time,  although  the  executors 
"  were  able,"  so  that  neither  of 
the  expressed  events  happened. 
Held,  first,  that  the  trusts  both  of 
the  estate  and  1100/.  failed  ;  and, 
secondly,  that  as  between  the  de- 
visees and  heir-at-law  I  the  latter 
was   entitled   to    the    testatrix's 


moiety  of  the  estate*      Ufffofm  v. 
Upjohn.  Page  59 

.  A  will  thirty  years  old»  produced 
from  the  proper  custody,  proves 
itself.  The  thirty  years  are  to  be 
computed  from  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  not  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  are  calculated  as  at 
the  time  of  its  production.  Mun  v 
V.  Ricketts.  93 

.  By  deed,  10,000/.  was  settled  on 
A,  B.  for  life,  with  power  to  ap- 
point to  her  children  or  their  issue, 
and  in  default  in  trust  for  her 
children ;  power  was  also  given  to 
A.  B.  to  appoint  a  life  interest  to 
her  husband.  Afterwards,  by 
will,  the  settlor  gave  a  similar  sum 
"  to  be  laid  out  for  the  sole  benefit 
of  C  Z).,  in  the  same  manner,  as 
nearly  as  might  be,  as  the  10,000/." 
secured  for  A.B.  by  the  deed. 
Held,  that  C.  D,  was  entitled  to 
powers  of  appointment  in  favour 
of  her  children,  their  issue,  and 
her  husband;  but  that  the  children 
took  notliing,  except  through  the 
power.  Countess  Berchtoldt  v. 
Marquis  of  Hertford.  172 

.  Devise  to  trustees  in  fee,  upon 
trust  to  demise  until  the  testator's 
youngest  child  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  during  the  minority  ot 
such  youngest  child,  to  pay  tlie 
rents  to  the  testator's  wife,  for  the 
maintenance  of  herself  and  chil- 
dren, and  when  and  so  soon  as  the 
youngest  surviving  child  should 
attain  twenty-one,  to  sell  and 
divide  the  produce  *^  between  and 
amongst  the  testator's  wife  and 
all  his  children  who  should  be 

then 
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then  living  in  equal  shares."  And 
in  case  of  the  death  of  any  child 
before  the  estates  became  sale- 
able, his  children  were  to  take  his 
share.  The  children  all  died 
under  twenty-one  without  issue. 
,Held^  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to 
the  whole  estate.  Castle  v.  Eate. 
Page  296 
8.  A  testatrix,  being  liable  to  pay 
an  annuity  to  A.  for  life,  pur- 
chased an  annuity  during  jB.'s 
life,  and  effected  a  policy  on  B.*s 
life  for  2000/.  By  her  will  she 
recited*  that  on  the  death  of  B, 
2000/.  would  be  recovered  to  her 
estate.  In  the  event  of  J5.  dying 
in  the  life  of  A.,  the  executors 
were  to  provide  A.*s  annuity  out 
of  her  estate.  In  the  event  of  I 
A.'b  death  before  J5.,  she  gave 
the  purchased  annuity  to  C.»  he 
paying  the  premiums  ;  and  on  the 


death  of  B»  she  gave  to  C.  the 
2000/.  B.  died  in  the  life  of  A. 
Held,  that  C.  was  not  entitled  to 
the  2000/.    Leckie  v.  Hogben. 

Page  502 

See  Advancement. 
Chose  in  Action. 
Condition,  1,  2. 
Cumulative  Legacy. 
Estate  for  Life. 
Heir,  1. 

Issue  devisavit  vel  non. 
Primary  Charge. 
Probate. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Tenant  for  Life,  4. 


WITNESS. 

See  Costs,  I. 
Defendant. 
Evidence,  3,  4. 
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